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ABSTRACT 
 
 
TEACHERS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS INTEGRATED READING AND WRITING 
INSTRUCTION AT ANADOLU UNIVERSITY  
SCHOOL OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES  
 
Eylem Koral  
 
M.A., Department of Teaching English as a Foreign Language 
 
Supervisor: Julie Mathews- Aydınlı  
 
Co-Supervisor: Dr. Fredricka Stoller 
 
 
July 2003 
 
 
 Traditionally, reading and writing were addressed in English language teaching 
curricula as two discrete skills. Research has since shown that reading and writing have 
a reciprocal relationship; therefore, many writing and reading courses have shifted 
towards integrated skills instruction. Although educators have recognized the need for 
integrated reading and writing instruction, putting theory into practice is not an easy 
task. This process requires teachers’ support in terms of understanding and cooperation. 
Anadolu University’s School of Foreign Languages (AUSFL) still treats reading and 
writing as separate skills. This study aims at identifying and comparing AUSFL 
teachers’ and coordinators’ attitudes towards integrated reading and writing instruction 
and techniques in order to prepare a base for a future curricular change towards 
integration. The data were collected thorough interviews conducted with reading and 
iv 
writing coordinators and questionnaires administered to reading and writing teachers. 
Data from the interviews showed contrasting results among the coordinators. While 
writing coordinators are in favour of integration, the reading coordinators are largely 
satisfied with the current curricular separation of reading and writing. The results of the 
questionnaire revealed that the teachers find selected integrated techniques generally 
beneficial for students and appropriate to be implemented at AUSFL. Although 
generally positive, teachers note some problems they foresee in integrating the two 
curricula at AUSFL. This exploration of teachers’ attitudes and understandings about 
integrated reading and writing instruction may provide a first step in establishing a base-
line for a future implementation of integration in the curriculum at AUSFL.   
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ÖZET 
 
 
ANADOLU UNİVERSİTESİ YABANCI DİLLER YÜKSEKOKULUNDAKİ 
ÖĞRETMENLERİN BÜTÜNLEŞTİRİLMİŞ OKUMA VE YAZMA ÖĞRETİMİNE 
KARŞI TUTUMLARI 
 
 
Koral, Eylem 
 
Yüksek Lisans, İkinci Dil Olarak İngilizce Öğretimi Bölümü 
 
Tez Yöneticisi: Julie Mathews – Aydınlı   
 
Ortak Tez Yöneticisi: Dr. Fredricka Stoller 
 
Temmuz 2003 
 
 
 
Geleneksel Ingilizce öğretimi müfredatı, okuma ve yazma öğretimini iki ayrı 
beceri olarak görmektedir. Araştırmalar okuma ve yazma becerilerinin karşılıklı bir 
ilişkisi olduğunu gösterdi ve bunun üzerine birçok okuma ve yazma dersleri bütünleşmiş 
beceri öğretimine doğru müfredatlarını değiştirdiler. Eğitimciler bütünleştirilmiş okuma 
ve yazma öğretimine karşı olan ihtiyacı hissetmelerine rağmen, teori bilgisini pratikte 
uygulamak kolay bir iş değildir. Bu süreç, öğretmenlerin anlayış ve işbirliğini de içeren 
desteklerini gerektirmektedir.  Anadolu Universitesi Yabancı Diller Yüksekokulu okuma 
ve yazmayı hala iki ayrı beceri olarak ele almaktadır. Bu çalışma, öğretimde 
bütünleşmeye doğru olabilecek bir müfredat değişimine temel hazırlayabilmek için, 
Anadolu UniversitesiYabancı Diller Yüksekokulu’ndaki öğretmenlerin ve
vi 
coordinatörlerin bütünleştirilmiş okuma ve yazma öğretimi ve tekniklerine karşı 
tutumlarını ortaya çıkarmayı ve karşılaştırmayı amaçlamıştır. Veriler, okuma ve yazma 
becerilerinin coordinatörleriyle gerçekleştirilen mülakatlar ve okuma ve yazma 
becerilerinin hocalarına uygulanan anketler yoluyla toplanmıştır. Mülakatlardan 
toplanan veriler, coordinatorler arasında çelişkili sonuçlar ortaya çıkarmıştır. Yazma 
becerisi coordinatörleri bütünleşmiş öğretimi desteklerken, okuma becerisi 
coordinatörleri okuma ve yazma becerilerinin ayrı olarak öğretildiği şimdiki 
müfredatdan memnunlar. Anketin sonuçları, öğretmenlerin seçilmiş teknikleri öğrenciler 
için genellikle yararlı ve Anadolu Universitesi Yabancı Diller Yüksekokulunda 
gerçekleştirilebilmeleri için uygun bulduklarını ortaya çıkarmıştır. Genellikle olumlu 
olmalarına rağmen, öğretmenler bu iki becerinin öğretim izlencelerini birleştirirken 
ortaya çıkabilecek bazı problemlerin farkına varmışlardır. Öğretmenlerin 
bütünleştirilmiş okuma ve yazma öğretimine karşı tutum ve anlayışlarını araştırmak, 
gelecekte bu yönde olabilecek bir müfredat değişikliğinin temelini atmak için ilk adımı 
sağlayabilir.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
Although many scholars (e.g. Carson, 1993; Spack, 1993; Zamel, 1992) have 
long recognized the need for integrated reading and writing instruction, putting 
theory into practice is not an easy task. The process of adopting reading and writing 
instruction requires teachers’ support, thus they should be equipped with the 
necessary knowledge about integration and they should cooperate with each other 
and with decision makers. There are, however, few empirical studies about the 
integration of reading and writing instruction at the classroom level. Until the 1970s, 
reading and writing were often addressed in English language teaching (ELT) 
curricula as two discrete skills. However, reading and writing have since come to be 
seen as having a reciprocal relationship and in light of this interpretation, many 
writing and reading courses have begun to take new directions towards integrated 
skills instruction. At Anadolu University’s School of Foreign Languages (AUSFL), 
reading and writing are still taught as discrete skills. This study aims at identifying 
Anadolu University’s School of Foreign Language’s teachers’ and coordinators’ 
attitudes towards integrated reading and writing instruction and techniques. Also, it 
aims at exploring the match between coordinators’ and teachers’ opinions on 
integrated reading and writing instruction. This study is conducted with the 
underlying assumption that since the literature generally promotes integrated reading 
and writing instruction, there is a probability that such an integrated approach will 
also be eventually adopted at AUSFL. In such a case, syllabus designers at AUSFL 
could benefit from the results of this study for a successful implementation of 
integrated reading and writing instruction.   
 
 2 
Background of the Study 
Although the need to integrate reading and writing skills is generally 
recognized, just how to achieve integration in the classroom environment remains a 
challenge (Goldstein & Liu, 1994). To achieve integration in reading and writing 
instruction, firstly, it is necessary to identify teachers’ attitudes towards integrated 
reading and writing instruction. Through the change process in a shift from discrete 
skills instruction to integrated skills instruction, the teacher is the basic focus since 
she is the one closest to actual instruction (Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991). In other 
words, even though the curriculum of many schools is not designed by teachers but 
by a higher authority (Crookes, 1997), that teachers play important roles in 
implementation of an innovation should not be ignored. Teachers’ perceptions of an 
innovation can be considered as central to an innovation’s success (Li, 1998) because 
teachers are its implementers. Only when teachers’ perceptions are incorporated into 
the decision-making process, therefore, can we be most confident that the innovation 
will be adopted successfully.  
Schema- theoretic based studies of reading comprehension and process 
approaches to writing began to suggest that reading and writing were more related 
than earlier thought and should not be treated as separate skills (Bailey & Flahive, 
1993). These approaches have put emphases on the importance of writing 
components in reading courses. Zamel (1992) describes the positive effects of 
writing components in reading instruction:   
Because the process of writing shares much in common with the 
process of learning, it gives rise to the generation and 
reconceptualization of ideas that may not have been possible 
otherwise. The heuristic nature of writing allows one to discover 
and consider one’s stance, one’s interpretation, one’s immediate 
reactions to a text. Moreover, it makes these responses to a text 
overt, concrete, and tangible. Making students conscious of their  
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own reactions to texts gives these readers the sense that 
experienced readers have when they read (p. 470).     
Through the act of writing, a writer can make connections between reading and 
writing and work through what the reader says and why. The reader understands the 
assigned text better when they “put their voice on paper” (Zamel, 1992, p. 470). 
Also, reading to write is functional and meaningful since it provides learners with a 
purpose for writing. Moreover, reading to write also emphasizes the importance of 
reading input for learners to be equipped with effective writing abilities (Carson, 
1993). 
          As a result of earlier theoretical studies noting the similarities between the two 
skills, scholars such as Grabe & Stoller (2001) have advocated the use of integrated 
tasks for ESL instruction in reading and writing. Empirical studies over the last 
decade have shown that writing and reading taught together lead to more successful 
learning than when they are taught separately (e.g., Carson, 1993). As a result, 
findings from all these theoretical studies on reading and writing instruction have 
paved the way to integrated instruction at the practical level by use of integrated 
teaching activities in classroom settings. In an integrated reading and writing 
syllabus, students read extensively, write about their reading, and relate the readings 
to the writing tasks (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). Two general types of activities have 
been identified for integrating reading and writing lessons in the target syllabi. The 
first type, reading to write activities, includes such activities as keeping a journal, 
annotating reading texts, writing synthesis papers, summarizing, and doing a research 
project on a given literature passage (Heyden, 2001; Montgomery 2001; Spack, 
1993; Zamel, 1992). These reading to write activities allow for the use of reading 
texts to provide topics for learners to write about. The second type, writing to read 
activities includes such activities as writing about personal experiences related to a 
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text before reading, having students make (and write out) predictions for upcoming 
texts (Stoller, 2002), and note-taking activities to guess the conclusion of the text 
with the help of the textual clues (Cobine, 1995). Such activities can stimulate 
learners’ interest in the reading that they are about to do. They also allow learners the 
chance to bring their own background knowledge and experiences to the assigned 
reading. These activities also may facilitate the students’ understanding of the 
similarities and differences between their own written texts and professional texts in 
terms of content and style (Spack, 1993).  
Statement of the Problem  
           Although there are many ELT empirical studies promoting the integration of 
reading and writing and emphasizing that students’ competence in these two skills 
develops when they are integrated (e.g. Abbott et al., 2002; Esmaeili, 2002; Gunther, 
2000; Heyden, 2001; Lee, 2000; Levis, 1995; Moyo, 2000), the field lacks empirical 
studies on teachers’ attitudes towards integrated reading and writing instruction. This 
is a shortcoming of research because it is essential that teachers’ understanding and 
support be provided for successful implementation of all these theoretical 
assumptions in classroom settings.  
In traditional ELT curricula, in which discrete skills instruction is adopted, 
language and literacy processes are often artificially separated. In such curricula, for 
example, as noted by Zamel (1992), students may not be encouraged to write about 
their readings due to a misassumption among educators that writing hinders students’ 
reading ability development. On the contrary, it is now commonly accepted at the 
theoretical level that writing and reading are cognitively similar in being both active 
and recursive processes. Also, at a practical level, they are now seen as processes that 
can be exploited to reinforce the teaching and learning of the other (Hiroaki, 1998). 
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Therefore, there has been a growing shift from traditional discrete skills instruction 
to integrated reading and writing courses in many curricula.      
AUSFL relies on skills based syllabi in which reading and writing are treated 
as discrete skills. These two skills have their own separate syllabi. Based on 
experiences of teachers and students’ complaints, having different syllabi sometimes 
results in mismatches between the lesson contexts. For example, students may study 
descriptive paragraphs in reading at the same time they are studying argumentative 
essays in writing. Teachers who teach in only one of the skill areas are unlikely to 
know what is going on in the other skill- area lessons.  
It may be a benefit to the program and students if there were a change in the 
curriculum towards integrated reading and writing skills instruction. Reading and 
writing teachers at AUSFL, however, may not have enough knowledge to implement 
such a change in the curriculum at the classroom level. It is also possible that they 
may not support this change since they are accustomed to the traditional discrete skill 
syllabus. The role of the coordinators at AUSFL is also very important. As both 
teachers and program coordinators, these individuals have the deepest knowledge on 
the skills that they are responsible for, and, in most situations, they act as primary 
decision- makers for curricular changes in the institution. Thus, it is important that 
the teachers’ ideas fit with coordinators’ ideas on integrated reading and writing 
instruction if a decision is made to adopt an integrated reading and writing syllabus. 
Thus, this study investigates the attitudes of teachers and coordinators towards such a 
curricular change for integrated reading and writing instruction at AUSFL.      
Research Questions 
This study addresses the following research questions: 
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1) What are the opinions of current reading and writing coordinators at Anadolu 
University's School of Foreign Languages about integrated reading and writing 
instruction? 
2) To what extent do the opinions of reading and writing coordinators match with 
reading and writing teachers’ opinions about integrated reading and writing 
instruction at Anadolu University's School of Foreign Languages?   
3)    What are the attitudes of reading and writing teachers at Anadolu University's  
        School of Foreign Languages towards selected techniques for integrated   
        reading and writing instruction?  
Significance of the Problem  
 
  The findings of this study may contribute to the long- term process of a 
possible curricular change at AUSFL. The findings will provide the administration at 
AUSFL with necessary data about the teachers’ openness to a change towards 
integrated reading and writing instruction and about their needs for further education 
on the subject.   
The findings of this study will reveal the attitudes of teachers towards 
integrated reading and writing instruction, in general, and towards selected specific 
integrated reading and writing techniques. Teachers’ attitudes towards integrated 
reading and writing techniques are important to identify since teachers are the ones 
who will implement these techniques in classroom settings. Overall, the study 
findings could be useful for other universities that are planning to adopt integrated 
reading and writing instruction by presenting a sampling of teachers’ opinions about 
integrated reading and writing instruction and some specific integrated techniques. 
The results also may contribute to the field of ELT by showing the importance of 
teachers’ attitudes towards an innovation for its successful diffusion. The results also 
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may reveal teachers’ attitudes towards some integrated-skills techniques selected 
from the literature and show whether these techniques could be implemented 
successfully in local contexts as suggested in the literature. 
Key Terminology  
The following terms are used often throughout the thesis and are defined 
below: 
Innovation: A new idea or practice that is designed to improve current practices.  
Integrated reading and writing instruction: A type of instruction that promotes the 
use of reading and writing components together or building upon one another.  
Reading to write activities: Classroom activities in which reading is used as a 
stimulus for writing.  
Writing to read activities: Classroom activities in which writing is used as a stimulus 
for reading.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
Innovation in English language teaching is a kind of reform that results from 
a need to keep up with changes in the field. Innovation occurs at different levels, 
however, the acceptance and support of both decision-makers and teachers are key 
issues in the adoption of any innovation. Traditional curricula have often been based 
upon teaching reading and writing as discrete skills, therefore the adoption of an 
integrated reading and writing curriculum can be viewed as an example of 
innovation.  
The promotion of an integrated instructional approach to reading and writing 
can be observed in current discussions on reading and writing instruction in English 
for Academic Purposes (EAP).  The rationale behind integrating reading and writing 
instruction is explained in the field of English language teaching (ELT) as follows: 
the two skills share many common features and they are, thus, seen as reinforcing 
each other on both theoretical and practical levels. Theoretically, they are cognitively 
similar, in that both are active and recursive processes. On a practical level, these two 
skills can be taught in coordination with one another. The relationship between the 
features of reading and writing has encouraged educators to design and adopt various 
integration techniques to be implemented in classes to enhance students’ reading and 
writing abilities. These techniques are designed to be beneficial both for students’ 
reading and writing abilities, and are thus referred to as reading to write and writing 
to read activities. All of these activities emphasize the reinforcement of both reading 
and writing when they are integrated in the classroom environment. 
In this chapter, the issue of innovation is explored with an emphasis on the 
importance of decision-makers and teachers. The principles of integration are then 
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looked at from the perspective of writing and reading theories. Various models for 
integrated reading and writing instruction are then introduced and, lastly, samples of 
integrated reading and writing techniques are explained. 
Innovation 
  Professionals of ELT have introduced new practical and theoretical concepts 
to the field since the 1980s, and these have resulted in designing innovative 
approaches to language teaching (Markee, 1997a).  In the field of education, 
innovation is defined as “a new idea or practice that is designed to improve a specific 
educational setting” (Hadley, 1999, p. 92). More specifically, Markee (1997a) 
defines curricular innovation as a “ managed process of development whose principal 
products are teaching (and/ or testing) materials, methodological skills, and 
pedagogical values that are perceived as new by potential adopters” (p. 46).  The 
outcomes of an innovation bring some kind of change to the educational settings as 
reflected in the curriculum, classroom applications, and the teachers.     
The differences between change and innovation are worth explaining since 
this is a controversial issue about which many educators may be confused. The 
confusion stems in part from the fact that change and innovation are often used 
interchangeably in the literature, as indeed they are in this research. Most kinds of 
innovations, if they are adopted carefully, are assumed to result in change. Thus, 
innovation and change are seen as two identical terms. However, there are some 
differences between them. Innovation is more than change in the sense that all 
innovation involves change, but not all change involves innovation. Change is a 
continuous, nearly unconscious and unpredictable process and does not necessarily 
have to result in improvements. On the other hand, innovation is intended to result in 
improvements as a result of conscious effort. Innovation plays a basic role in 
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increasing the standards in educational policy resulting in improvements in curricula. 
Another important point is that innovation affects all teaching staff and students 
(Markee, 1997a; Stoller, 1994; White, 1987). In the next section, some requirements 
for the adoption of innovation are emphasized. The importance of administrators is 
prioritized. It should be noted that in this thesis the term “decision makers” will be 
used  – since in this study not administrators but coordinators will be regarded as the 
primary decision makers. The importance of teachers in the adoption of innovation 
will be particularly emphasized. 
Adoption of Innovation 
 The basic question to ask before making a decision to adopt an innovation is, 
why do we need this innovation? (Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991). If we do not define 
our reasons for introducing an innovation, it will most likely result in failure. There 
are various reasons for an innovation to be introduced, such as dissatisfaction with 
the status quo, need for more professionalism, explicit and implicit support, students’ 
needs and desires, and faculty interest and suggestions (Stoller, 1997). Learners' 
needs and interests are very important considerations when educators want to 
introduce an innovation into their teaching setting (Kirk & Macdonald, 2001). 
According to research conducted by English, Hannan, & Silver (1999), most teachers 
agree that the need to improve student learning is the basic reason for innovation. 
Before an innovator attempts to make a change in curricula, s/he should define the 
students’ needs for such a change. Another dominant finding of the English, Hannan, 
& Silver (1999) study was the evidence of dissatisfaction with the status quo. For an 
innovation to be seen as a necessity, they argue, there should be dissatisfaction with 
the existing state of affairs. An earlier study by Kennedy (1988) also noted that if 
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there is great dissatisfaction with the status quo, then the participants will most likely 
seek new solutions, practices or ideas to their problems. 
           In the 1960s, educators tended to focus their studies on developing and 
introducing innovations. But in the first half of the 1970s, they began looking more 
at the implementation of innovations (Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991). They soon 
realized that adopting and implementing an innovation could be a more difficult and 
slower process than was expected or desired. The adoption of an innovation involves 
a lengthy process. In the early stage, it is often just a few innovators who decide to 
introduce the new idea. In the following stage, the early adopters note whether there 
are any harmful effects of the innovation that has been introduced, and then adopt the 
innovation. During the middle stage, the majority of adopters adopt the innovation 
quickly, influenced by the innovators. At a later stage, the late adopters finally adopt 
the innovation (White, 1988).  
         As Markee (1997b) states, “ the diffusion of innovations does not occur in a 
smooth, linear fashion” (p. 84). First of all, for a successful adoption of an 
innovation, the adopters should perceive its value and understand its importance for 
educational goals set by innovators. In order to evaluate the worthiness of an 
innovation, the adopters should gain knowledge about an innovation, become 
persuaded of its value, make preliminary decisions whether to reject, adopt, and 
implement the innovation, and confirm or disconfirm their previous decisions 
(Markee, 1997b). Only when adopters decide on the appropriateness of an 
innovation, will they voluntarily implement it. 
 Another important issue is that there are the external factors that play crucial 
roles in the adoption of innovation on a local basis. Spillane (1999) introduces a “six 
P” model to describe these external factors. The first p refers to the policy sector 
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involving federal state and local government policies. The second p symbolizes the 
professional sector including both formal associations and informal contacts among 
educators. The third p represents pupils and their influence on teachers. Students 
have a great influence on teachers’ practices and on their attitudes towards 
innovation. The fourth p symbolizes the public. The fifth p represents the private 
sector including textbook and curriculum publishers. The last p represents the 
personal resources that teachers have for learning about practice. Teachers should be 
aware of opportunities for learning or the impetus for change in their teaching 
settings. Teachers’ personal resources, including their own knowledge and beliefs, 
are great sources for them to notice opportunities to improve themselves rather than 
the help of the first five ps. All these six ps are important factors in the adoption of 
innovations and all of them should be taken into consideration in the implementation 
of an innovation process. 
        Many proposed curriculum developments fail to be put into practice because 
innovation requires a complex process involving much more than simply designing 
an innovation. Implementation of an innovation requires a process of putting into 
practice an idea, program, or set of activities and structures, and this process needs to 
be supported by the people who are themselves expected to change (Fullan & 
Stiegelbauer, 1991). In this respect, the roles of decision-makers and teachers for a 
successful innovation gain importance. The interaction between the roles of decision-
makers and teachers engaged in designing and implementing an innovation is the key 
to achieving a particular set of goals and creating a more successful educational 
environment.   
 
 
 13 
The Importance of Decision-makers in the Adoption of Innovation 
Power, support, and leadership are important aspects of innovation. In 
particular, the appropriate use of power by the individuals who have the right to use 
it is essential for the adoption and maintenance of an innovation (Kennedy, 1988). 
Without anybody responsible for chairing, co-or 
dinating, and monitoring the innovation program, it may be difficult for even 
smaller groups to proceed. An innovation program always requires leadership, even 
if it would seem more democratic not to have a “top-down authority structure.” The 
role of decision-makers should not be to impose their ideas on the group, but to elicit, 
clarify, encourage, summarize and to keep the groups on target (White, 1987).  
          In fact, the role that the decision-makers should adopt while introducing an 
innovation is a very demanding one. As Stoller (1997) points out, “despite the 
positive connotations associated with the term ‘innovation’, managing and 
implementing an innovation represents an administrative challenge” (p. 37). Part of 
this difficulty comes from the fact that, as White (1988) writes, decision-makers 
must 
1) take account of difficulties which teachers will probably be exposed to when 
they attempt  to implement the innovation, and  
2) provide for feedback mechanisms to identify and cope with barriers and 
problems arising during the period of attempted implementation (p. 81). 
Moreover, the decision-makers should clarify the impetus for an innovation and try 
to “ link proposal to specific impetus” defined by the basic needs of teaching staff, 
the students and the programme itself (Stoller, 1997, p. 37). Thus, it is the 
responsibility of administrators to convince the other teaching staff who are not 
willing to adopt any change in the current curricula and do not show any desire for 
 14 
the new methods and materials (English, Hannan, & Silver, 1999) Decision- makers 
must convince the other teaching staff by making the impetus clear, by showing the 
link between the impetus and proposal, and by explaining how appropriate the 
intended innovation is for their own educational setting. 
  To help guide decision- makers in this complex task, Vilches and Waters 
(2001) describe two different areas in which decision-makers can accomplish their 
responsibilities during an innovation process: potential realizing and foundation 
building areas. At the foundation level, administrators are involved in the orientation 
of innovation through a programme of ELT manager orientation meetings. At the 
potential realizing level, they have the responsibility of monitoring and supporting 
the teachers who engage in the process of innovation. The foundation level and 
potential realizing level build upon each other. If an innovation is appreciated by the 
teachers at the foundation level, it is likely to provide more successful outcomes at 
the potential realizing level.    
  The Importance of Teachers in the Adoption of Innovation         
   After long having been thought of as merely transmitters rather then sources 
of knowledge, teachers began in the mid -1980s to be considered increasingly as 
professionals and problem solvers (Carlgren, 1999). This shift in perspective brought 
with it a new view of teachers as people who are open to change and who may seek 
ways to change their teaching settings for better conditions. Although change occurs at 
many levels, the teacher can in fact be seen as the basic focus of innovation since the 
teacher is the one closest to instruction (Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991). While the 
decision-makers are the ones who generally engage in designing an innovation, the 
teachers play a key role in its adoption and implementation.  
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   Thus, decision-makers should not ignore the role of teachers for an 
innovation to be successfully adopted and implemented in the target curricula, and 
should make every effort to work together with teachers. Lampe (2000) states that in 
order to achieve a collaborative work environment, the leader must promote the 
teachers’ engagement in the decision making process of an innovation. Kirk & 
Macdonald (2001) echo this opinion when they use the term “partnership” to describe 
this collaborative work. The notion of partnership involves teachers in collaborative 
relationships with decision-makers, researchers, teacher educators, and the other 
participants of an innovation.  
Normally, teachers are the implementers of an innovation, however, they may 
carry out different responsibilities during the innovation process as well. Markee 
(1997a) explains teachers’ different roles during the implementation of an innovation 
as follows: 
When teachers implement curricular guidelines at the level of 
syllabus design, they also manage change in their own classrooms 
that is; they also act as change agents. In addition, teachers may 
have to demonstrate to learners that engaging in a process of 
negotiation is potentially beneficial to them. Through negotiation, 
they can obtain instruction that meets their expectations, needs, and 
wants more efficiently than instruction that does not allow 
negotiation. As a result of this negotiation process, teachers may 
also have to act as suppliers of materials, either by selecting 
textbooks from published sources or by developing their own 
materials. Finally, since teachers should always retain ultimate 
responsibility for what happens in their classroom, they may either 
adopt or resist students’ requests, thus taking on the roles of 
adopters or resisters (p. 44). 
 
This variety of roles shows how teachers need to take ownership of innovation with 
all its steps. The literature suggests that the degree to which the participants feel that 
the innovation belongs to them has a great influence on how successful the 
establishment of an innovation will be (Kennedy, 1988). Also, ownership requires 
“the acceptance by users of responsibility for implementing, sustaining, and further 
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developing a personally meaningful version of the innovation” (Vilches & Wales 
2000, p. 137). ‘Owning’ an innovation does not mean just to possess an innovation as 
it is, but to try to sustain and adapt that innovation by considering specific contexts 
of the setting and students as well as teachers.    
              Teacher practice is another important issue that should be taken into 
consideration in the adoption of an innovation (Olson, 2002). Any project in 
curriculum development should aim at professional change, which involves teachers 
engaging in developing new materials, methodological skills, and values (Markee, 
1997b). What makes teachers so authoritative in an innovation program is their 
knowledge of the local contexts of implementation in terms of students, available 
materials and the practicality of the work (Kirk & Macdonald, 2001). Moreover, 
what Spillane (1999) points out about local enactment is that it depends on the 
capacity and will of the teachers. ‘Will’ refers to the willingness of teachers to 
change their teaching methods, while capacity involves educators’ ability to practice 
in ways recommended by reformers.              
Since the teachers are the adopters of an innovation, they need to be equipped 
with the necessary knowledge about the target innovation to be able to implement the 
innovation in the classroom setting in the ways intended by the innovators. Fullan 
and Stiegelbauer (1991) explain the reasons for educating teachers about the meaning 
of change. After teachers become involved in training sessions about innovation, 
they not only learn the necessity of innovation, but how to implement it into the 
teaching environment. Also, they will be in a better position to judge for themselves 
whether they are more comfortable with accepting or rejecting the change that they 
are being asked to adopt. Also, Olson (2002) promotes teacher education by stating 
that if teacher development does not show a parallel progress with the change, then 
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the change will be limited. Furthermore, there will be more risk of personal failure, 
conflict, and frustration in situations where support for teacher development is 
lacking. Since each teacher is regarded as a link in the chain of innovation, personal 
failure could result in the failure of the whole innovation. In an imposed curriculum, 
where teachers are asked to implement new methods or contents for which they are 
not prepared or supported, failure in the practice of the innovation is predictable. 
This failure can be expected not because of the teachers’ lack of professionalism, but 
because not enough emphasis is given to the nature of teacher qualification and 
because of a lack of understanding about what goes on in schools and how 
innovation may have an impact on them. Overall, the concept of teacher education is 
an important one in the process of introducing an innovation.       
Reading and Writing Instruction: Moving Towards Integration 
Educators’ perceptions of reading and writing have changed as research has 
developed in the field of ELT. Until the mid-to- late 1960s, reading was largely 
regarded as only a sub skill to develop students’ oral abilities. Influenced by the 
audio-lingual approach, teachers had a tendency to teach reading only for students to 
pick up necessary grammar and vocabulary, and for the correct use of pronunciation 
to enhance students’ oral abilities. In the late 1960s, with increasing student 
enrolments in U.S. and British tertiary institutions, there was a rising need for 
students to be equipped with advanced level academic skills. Reading classes that 
were used to reinforce oral abilities did not respond to the students’ needs.  Thus, in 
the 1970s, some ESL instruction changed on a practical level by emphasizing 
advanced reading and writing instruction. By the 1980s, many reading and writing 
researchers had begun to accept that the skills of reading and writing are related to 
each other, as skills, as cognitive processes, and as ways of learning (Grabe, 1991).  
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During the early days of ELT, when the grammar-translation approach 
prevailed, students tended to learn writing based solely on memorization and 
translation. Students in grammar translation classes did not generate writings. They 
were learning writing through the grammar and the vocabulary they learnt in the 
translation process (Reid, 1993). Before the 1960s, influenced by the audio- lingual 
approach, writing was used to provide linguistic models to help students produce 
correct patterns while speaking. It was often believed that speaking proficiency 
should come before writing proficiency since the students would be able to write 
only if they had achieved the target goals in spoken language (Silva & Matsuda, 
2001). In the 1960s, writing took the form of sentence drills, and was used to test the 
students’ successful use of grammar rules (Raimes, 1991). Writing was perceived as 
an exercise to practice grammar. 
With the growth of composition studies in the U.S.A., the academic writing 
needs of students began to take on greater importance (Carrell & Grabe, 2001). In the 
1980s, researchers began to see writing as a communicative skill, and thus to 
concentrate on rhetorical models in academic writings. Teachers began to ask their 
students to read, analyze, and then imitate the rhetorical models they studied. This 
shift to composition from the practice of sentence drills brought with it an emphasis 
on reading in writing classes, since the students were required to read more and on 
different concepts to be able to produce the intended rhetorical models. As students 
read more, they gain more knowledge on different rhetorical models by taking these 
readings as models. Also, reading can be a way of exploring topics on which students 
can then produce writings. Students began increasingly to be treated as active readers 
in that they were being asked to react to texts rather than to separate words or 
particular grammatical structures from texts. Also, they were no longer being asked 
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to read only professionals’ writings or model texts; they began to read their own 
essays as they wrote drafts, and also their classmates’ essays in order to give peer 
feedback (Reid, 1993).  
In the next section, current views on EAP writing and reading instruction, 
including the views that promote integrated reading and writing instruction in 
academic reading and writing instruction, and the rationale for integrated reading and 
writing instruction, will be explored. 
Understanding Integration from the Perspective of Writing Theory 
 Writing has gained great importance in teaching academic English. 
University requirements generally support the notion that being able to write well is a 
basic ingredient of academic success. Thus, written work is regarded as one of the 
major concerns of students during their language education.       
              As noted earlier, beginning largely in the 1980s, researchers began looking 
at writing as a communicative skill, and therefore, began to concentrate on rhetorical 
models in academic writings. In rhetorical models, every writing task is situated in a 
rhetorical context. For example, an essay in which students write their arguments on 
a topic requires an awareness of the patterns of argumentative rhetoric. These 
contexts involve complex interrelationships among various elements of writing, 
identified by Silva and Matsuda (2001) as the writer, the reader of the text, and 
reality. The writer is interested in meeting the necessary standards of academic 
success, while the reader is a player who has definite expectations for academic 
discourse. The text is a form of response to a specific writing task. In terms of reality, 
the writer’s task is not as simple as just representing the reality. Because writers and 
readers have access to different aspects of reality, the writer has to negotiate his/her 
ideas with the readers’ views throughout his/her writing (Silva & Matsuda, 2001). 
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Silva and Matsuda (2001) also point out that it is important to develop writing skills 
such as planning, drafting, and revising so that the written work is appropriate both 
for the purpose of the writing and for the intended reader. Again in planning, writing, 
and revising, writers should think about the different elements of writing, the writer, 
the reader, the text and reality (Evans & John, 1988).          
Product approaches and process approaches to writing have long been at the 
center of discussions on EAP writing, and can be seen as one of the most 
controversial issues of EAP writing. Nunan (1999) clarifies the difference between 
product and process approaches. In product-oriented approaches the emphasis is on 
the final product as an error- free text, while the emphasis in process writing is on the 
steps involved in drafting and redrafting the writing en route to the final product.  In 
product-oriented approaches, the focus tends to be on sentence level grammar, which 
is consistent with sentence-level structural linguistics and bottom-up processing. 
Such an approach is not generally concerned with the new ideas emerging in 
discourse analysis. Evans & John (1998) explain a product approach as writing that 
usually “ involves the presentation of a model text, which is analysed and then forms 
the basis of a task that leads to the writing of an exactly similar or a parallel text” 
(p.116). In this approach, writing is accepted as a mechanical activity, regardless of 
the reader, the purpose of the writer or the writing document.  
            As Grabe and Kaplan (1996) explain, after some unsuccessful outcomes of 
product-oriented approach approaches, researchers were led to reassess the nature of 
writing. With a reassessment in the nature of writing, process writing came to be 
seen as a very popular and positive innovation, which could allow teachers and 
students to concentrate on more purposeful writing. The process approach to writing 
is generally explained as a five-staged process: pre-writing, drafting, revising, 
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editing, and publishing (Grabe & Kaplan 1996). Also, as Nunan (1999) explains, in 
process oriented approaches quantity is, at least at the outset, more important than 
quality. The students are encouraged to generate writings by putting their own ideas 
on the paper without worrying about the accuracy of the language.     
 In a process writing approach, the identification of the topic is very 
important. Once the topic is identified, students need to explore, develop, and 
redefine the topic (Silva & Matsuda, 2001). Reading is an important tool for 
exploring and developing the topic on which the students will write an essay. In 
many process writing classes, students begin by reading literature, essays, content-
based articles, and peer writings, and then enhance their own writing abilities by 
responding to those readings in written form (Reid, 1993). Readings in process-
oriented classrooms do not typically serve as examples of target language writing 
models, but rather as sources for ideas to be used in personal reactions and 
interactions (Leki, 1991). With the process approach to writing, students thus benefit 
from the reciprocal nature of reading and writing.     
         Rhetorical models and process approaches are important aspects of EAP 
writing and reflect its development both theoretically and practically. All of these 
approaches to EAP writing instruction aim to help students accomplish their goals in 
EAP writing courses and in other writing assignments across the curriculum. At the 
same time, these approaches advocate the integration of reading and writing 
instruction to enhance students’ academic writing abilities.   
Understanding Integration from the Perspective of Reading Theory 
In academic settings, the need for incorporating reading into writing have also 
been felt. Grabe (1991) sees the need for “ reading and writing to be taught together 
in advanced academic preparation” (p. 395). According to Grabe & Stoller (2001), 
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meaningful EAP instruction should address the students’ needs for successful 
academic reading instruction by involving integrated tasks. Schema theory is one of 
the most important of reading theories, and further supports the incorporating of 
reading into writing skills teaching. 
‘Schemata’ is defined as background knowledge by Reid (1993). It refers to 
the need to stimulate students’ background knowledge on the topic they are going to 
read about. With the help of schemata, readers engage in a dynamic and interactive 
process in which they formulate meaning for a given text (Ferris, & Hedgcock, 
1998). Reid (1993) states that with the activation of schema, students can add to their 
previous knowledge and modify this knowledge with the new textual information 
that they have encountered.  
Ferris and Hedgcock (1998) emphasize the importance of schema theory in 
the integration of reading and writing instruction. Through activating schemata, 
readers explore ideas that could be used as a subject for their writing. Reid (1993) 
also makes this connection by stating that as readers develop more complex 
schemata, they become aware of various different writing formats and what readers 
expect from a written text. Learners form the meaning out of a written text by using “ 
newly acquired language, accessing recorded and stored knowledge, and attending to 
the writer’s clues as to the meaning intended for the text” (Cohen, 1990, p.75). This 
process results in reaching new ideas with the help of existing knowledge.   
            According to Reid (1993), the “closer the match between reader knowledge 
and text information, the better the comprehension will be” (p. 41). Logically, 
successful comprehension of the reading text will encourage students to generate 
better writings and may even lead to higher motivation in the lesson. Since the texts 
assigned in academic content courses presuppose background knowledge apart from 
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a high level of language proficiency (Grabe & Stoller, 2001), writing could be used 
to help students build background knowledge on the topics they are about to read.  
          Writing is considered to be the most appropriate skill to be integrated with 
reading. The composing process starts with the reading of certain materials to be able 
to produce effective writings. Difficulties in reading directly influence the writing 
skills of students.  Thus, it is essential to find ways to incorporate reading into EAP 
writing courses effectively if we want to establish a successful link between reading 
and writing (Hirvela, 2001). How reading can be effectively linked to writing should 
be the main issue of integration. Hirvela (2001) puts an emphasis on schema theory 
for effectively using reading components in writing. Using some reading passages, 
such as literary texts, could stimulate students’ interest in the writings they will 
generate. In this way, students develop their both reading and writing abilities.    
          Overall, the new dimensions in EAP reading settings have led teachers and 
researchers to investigate the most appropriate ways of integrating reading and 
writing components for more effective teaching of academic reading.  
Models of Integrated Reading and Writing Instruction 
 
It is generally accepted now that reading and writing are inextricably linked. 
Reading is to writing what hearing is to talking. As you cannot learn to talk without 
hearing other people speak, similarly, you cannot learn to write without reading what 
others have written (Heffernon, 1986). Another analogy suggests that “writing is to 
reading as waking to sleeping, as giving is to receiving”(Cobine, 1995, p. 2) Some of 
the common features that current scholarship sees as shared by reading and writing 
are that both involve the construction of meaning, the development and application 
of complex cognitive and linguistic skills, the activation of existing knowledge and 
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past experience, and the ability to solve problems to control thinking (Ferris & 
Hedgcock, 1998).  
  Since the two skills share common features, considering them as separate 
skills means to ignore their natural purposes. To create a purpose for reading puts an 
emphasis on writing components. Zamel (1992) supports this idea by stating that 
“writing gives ... learners insights into the goals, constraints, and concerns of authors, 
insights which they apply to their reading”(p.469) Moreover, readers understand 
assigned texts better when they “put their voice on paper” (Zamel, 1992, p.470). She 
also explains how writing can  reinforce reading: 
In order to give students experiences with reading that demonstrate 
the ways in which readers engage, contribute to, and make 
connections with texts, writing needs to be fully integrated with 
reading. Writing, because of its heuristic, generative and recursive 
nature, allows students to write their way into reading and to 
discover that reading shares much in common with writing, that 
reading, too is an act of composing (p. 463). 
 
Writing allows the reader to react to a reading passage by developing his/her own 
sense of that reading passage. The reader can reflect his/her own ideas on a paper 
they have written as a reflection of the reading passage.           
 The literature attests to the theoretical relationship between reading and 
writing. Although research has investigated general conceptions of reading and 
writing connections, early studies often failed to provide a more detailed description 
of the exact aspects of how the reading and writing relationship works. For example, 
experimental efforts studied the effect of writing on reading as measured with 
standardized reading comprehension tests. Such studies investigated the influence on 
reading of different writing tasks such as free writing, use of invented spelling and 
sentence-combining activities (Gordon & Braun, 1982; Mason, McDaniel,  
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& Callaway, 1974; Oehlkers, 1971; Straw & Schreiner, 1982).  These studies 
demonstrated a positive influence of writing on reading achievement, but failed to 
reveal precisely how writing influences reading and how what is learned from 
writing could be applicable to reading. Similarly, early correlational efforts (e.g. 
Evans, 1977; Hiebert, Englert, & Brennan, 1983; Langer, 1984) indicated there are 
indeed a number of relations between reading and writing, each associated with a 
small to moderately sized correlation. These studies did not consider, however, such 
things as how the nature of the reading and writing relationship may change 
overtime. Ultimately, these studies failed to define the relationship of reading and 
writing.   
Lomax & Shanahan (1986) outlined three theoretical models explaining the 
reading and writing relationship. These models are organized on the basis of the 
skills’ sequential orderings, an aspect of integration that had been overlooked in 
earlier research. 
1)  Reading to writing model: This model proposes that all input goes from reading 
to writing. According to this model, while reading knowledge has an effect on 
writing, writing knowledge provides no useful points for reading. Thus, this model 
limits any effect of writing on reading. 
2)   Writing to reading model: This model again involves components of both 
reading and writing, but unlike the previous model, writing is here regarded as 
having an influence on the development of reading abilities, but reading provides no 
influence on writing.  
3)   Interactive model: This model suggests that reading can influence writing 
development and writing can influence reading development. In this model, reading 
knowledge has three components: word analysis, vocabulary and text 
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comprehension. Writing knowledge has four components: spelling, vocabulary, 
syntax, and story structure. The interactive model proposes that acquired reading 
skills can be positively transferred to writing. For example, word analysis could 
influence spelling. In other words, students could interpret word meanings before 
they use these words in written text. Similarly, writing is seen as influencing reading. 
For example, knowledge of spelling can play a role in the development of vocabulary 
knowledge in reading, and as a result of this relation, spelling knowledge could have 
a positive influence on reading comprehension.          
Lomax and Shanahan (1986) argue that the interactive model is superior to 
the non-interactive models. Accepting an interactive model of the reading and 
writing relationship would suggest that the traditional curricular approach 
advocating separate instruction of reading and writing should be abandoned since it 
fails to provide “knowledge sharing” opportunities in both directions.         
Although the need to integrate reading and writing is generally recognized, 
just how to achieve integration remains a problem (Goldstein & Liu, 1994). In the 
literature, there are some recent empirical studies which have investigated the 
relationship between reading and writing and ways to integrate these two skills 
effectively (e.g. Abbott et al., 2002; Esmaeili, 2002; Gunther, 2000; Heyden, 2001; 
Lee, 2000; Levis, 1995; Moyo, 2000). These studies provide some valuable 
information for educators on how to integrate reading and writing skills effectively. 
The results of these studies, also, show the benefits of integrated reading and writing 
instruction for students.  
  Shanahan (1997) emphasizes the importance of using appropriate ways to 
integrate reading and writing instruction when he states that simply  “ adding writing 
to the reading curriculum doesn’t necessarily mean that students will improve in 
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reading. Improved learning is only likely to be the result if reading and writing are 
combined in appropriate ways” (p. 11). In order to accomplish the successful 
integration of reading and writing in the target syllabi, various techniques to 
integrate reading and writing have been recommended.  
Techniques for Integrated Reading and Writing Instruction 
On a theoretical level, writing and reading are very similar in that they are  
“active” and “recursive” processes. Also, on a practical level, these two skills are 
argued to reinforce each other and to have positive influences on each other. This 
relationship should be recognized by English as a foreign language (EFL) teachers 
and they should exploit it in their teaching (Morino, 1998). Integrated reading and 
writing activities can be broadly divided into two types: reading to write activities 
and writing to read activities. 
Reading to Write Activities 
The incorporation of reading into the teaching of writing is the obvious idea behind 
reading to write activities. The most common way to implement reading to write 
activities is to have students read passages before writing; in this way, reading 
provides information for students to write about. Another approach stated by Morino 
(1998) is to have students read other students’ writings. This technique gives 
students a chance to assess their own writings through peers’ comments and revise 
their writings based on these comments. 
           One of the most commonly cited activities to develop learners’ reading and 
writing abilities together is journal writing (Baskin, 1994; Gee, 1996; Montgomery, 
2001; Spack, 1993).  Students keep journals as a reaction to the readings they have 
read and these reactions are recorded and studied in detail with the help of teachers. 
Teachers collect journals periodically and give feedback (Grabe & Stoller, 2001). 
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Writing journals also as gives students a chance to respond freely to texts they have 
read by incorporating their own perspectives (Montgomery, 2001). As stated by 
Baskin (1994), students develop their knowledge of grammar, the culture of the 
target language, and their vocabulary store with the help of journal writing. Zamel 
(1992) promotes the idea of using journals to integrate reading and writing 
instruction by stating that “they help students to understand that the reader acts upon 
and gives meaning to the text, that reading is a process of composing” (p. 480). A 
variation on journal writing is the double entry notebook. These notebooks allow 
students to copy text of particular significance on one side of the page and then 
respond to it on the other. In other words, students summarize the text and then react 
(Grabe & Stoller, 2001; Stoller, 2002). 
         Another reading to write activity involves a  “research project on a given 
literature passage” (Heyden, 2001). In this activity, teachers have students engage in 
a writing process based on a chosen novel. This activity is best illustrated by the 
following outline taken from Heyden (2001): 
Assignment Outline for Research Project 
I. Proposal (2 pages) 
State your reasons for investigating your topic. 
II. Site Visit ( 2 pages) 
Describe your visit to a locale from The Alienist that is directly related to 
your project. 
     III.       Research report (3 pages) 
                 Summarize data from three sources (e.g., a book chapter, an article, a   
                  Web site) 
      IV.      Synthesis ( 2 pages)    
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                 Present a portion of your research in the voice of a character from The   
                Alienist. 
V. Reflection (2 pages) 
                Tell a story about your experience of doing the research project. What   
                stands out?  What do you feel you learned? 
VI. Bibliography (1 page) 
                Cite all your sources using standard APA style (p.18) 
Heyden (2001) reports that this project was shown to help students generate a great 
deal of writing, and resulted in successful outcomes in terms of students’ 
development of writing skills. 
Other reading to write activities include the following examples (all techniques 
are from Stoller (2002), unless otherwise noted): 
1) Students use graphic organizers (e.g., continua, grids, time lines, flow charts) 
to find main ideas, restructure information, and compare this information 
from various texts. For example, students fill in grids to organize ideas from 
written texts on civil rights; students then use this completed grid to discuss 
and write about different viewpoints on civil right.  
2) Students create semantic maps to connect and build upon important 
vocabulary from reading.  
3) Students connect new texts to previously read texts by using speed writes, 
free writes, essay questions. 
4) Students synthesize, extend, and/ or apply new information from readings 
they have read to other written tasks (e.g., multiple draft essays, exams, 
letters, poster displays, handouts to accompany an oral presentation).  
5) Students extend tables, graphs, figures, and/or fill in outline structures based   
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             on readings. Students use completed graphic representations to develop   
             more extended writings. As Grabe & Stoller (2001) state, students use these   
             graphic organizers to identify main ideas from the text, restructure   
             information, or compare content from various texts. Students then write an   
             explanation or critique of the readings based on graphic organizers.  
6)  In writing, students compare readings with different viewpoints.  
7) Students make a list of ideas from a text, order the ideas in the list by level of 
importance, get into groups and identify a group list, and then develop some 
form of visual representation (e.g., map, outline, diagram) to present their 
ideas to the rest of the class. 
8) Students write their ideas, reactions to some given prompt such as a mini 
lecture, an object, a short video clip, a quick skim of the text to be read. In 
this way, they could become more prepared for the upcoming reading. 
9)  Students connect new texts to previously read texts through speed writes or    
       graphic organizers. 
10) Students determine the author's point of view in a text and then adopt a 
different point of view (not necessarily opposing). They develop the 
alternative point of view through an outline and in consultation with other 
resources, and then write a critique of the text and the author’s viewpoint 
(Grabe & Stoller 2001). 
            Having students write their responses to a text by using of any of the 
techniques mentioned above will help them to identify the parts of the reading 
passage they do not understand. This, in turn, gives students a chance to go back to 
the reading and clarify those misunderstood parts. In this way, this process results in 
a better comprehension of the reading. As Zamel (1992) states, “writing invites us to 
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entertain our initial responses to offer tentative reactions, but then allows us to go 
back into the text and to revise these original readings” (p. 472). Also, these 
activities provide students with interesting topics on which they can write, and in 
this way, help motivate students to engage in the writing process. Moreover, 
students learn the different formats that different reading passages require, and may 
gradually apply these rules to their own writings.   
Writing to Read Activities 
        Reading to write techniques, in which writing occurs after the reading, 
dominate the literature. However, in the literature, there are some pre-reading and 
during-reading activities as well in which writing components appear to reinforce 
reading (Morino, 1998; Spack, 1993; Stoller, 2002; Zamel, 1992). 
           Pre- writing activities are important for helping students activate their 
schemata (Morino, 1998). In other words, they can encourage students to bring their 
background knowledge to the text they are about to read (Spack, 1993). “Write- 
before- you- read” activities may therefore stimulate interest in reading. Zamel 
(1992) defines other benefits of using writing components before reading. She states 
that “writing about and considering issues, themes, or concepts before reading about 
them prepares students to view texts with ‘a writer’s eye’, to appreciate author’s 
perspectives and decisions, to read, in other words, like a writer” (p. 479). Using 
writing to read activities is thus a good way to help students understand the 
relationship between readers and writers (Morino, 1998). Other advantages of 
writing to read activities are suggested by Spack (1993). In writing to read activities, 
students have a chance to compare their own texts with texts written by 
professionals, and through this comparison they may gain insights on similarities 
and differences in contexts and structures of the language. As a result of this 
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understanding, students broaden their knowledge about the language structures or 
organizational patterns of a written language.  
  Most often, therefore, reading to write activities are posited as post-reading 
activities and writing to read activities as pre-reading ones. However, Zamel (1992) 
also promotes the use of writing components during reading, in the form of writing 
to read activities. She argues that writing assignments included in reading textbooks 
generally appear “ as a final activity after the reading passage has been read, 
analyzed, worked through rather than used as a means for understanding the text”(p. 
468). She goes on to say that, “ reading and writing are thus not fully integrated, and 
reading controls the writing” (p. 468). With the help of during- reading activities, on 
the other hand, students have a chance to react to the text. They can then go back to 
the text and read parts again to understand which parts they want to get more details 
on  (Morino, 1998). Other advantages of using writing in during- reading activities 
are stated by Cobine (1995). First, he writes, students learn to organize their 
thoughts about the reading passage. Secondly, they can learn to “clarify” and 
“refine” their thoughts.   
Cobine (1995) suggests some writing activities that could be incorporated 
during reading. One of them is a simple note-taking activity in which the students try 
to identify logical relations among ideas, or try to guess the conclusion of the text on 
the basis of textual cues. Another activity is more detailed than note taking. After 
reading the introduction to the text, students organize their pre-conceptions about the 
reading, they discuss these preconceptions with their classmates, and then write out 
some questions that they expect to have been answered by the end of the reading. 
Still other writing to read activities include the following (all examples are from 
Stoller (2002) unless otherwise noted): 
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1) Students create semantic maps to connect and build upon important  
vocabulary for reading.                   
2) Students make (and write out) predictions for upcoming texts. 
3) Students write about personal experiences related to a text before reading. 
4) Students write out questions, which might be answered in the text. Students 
then write out response to at least one question answered by the text. 
5) Students list assumptions before reading a text; after reading, they compare 
initial assumptions with information from text. 
6)  Free-writing with the help of questions asked by the teacher about a reading 
passage which tells the life story of a successful person that the students will 
encounter. For example:  
           Free write about a successful person you know. Answer one of these   
           questions to begin. Then write some things you know about this person 
                 1)What does this person do?  
                 2)Where does this person come from? 
                 3) Why do you think this person is successful? (Meredith, 2000) 
7) Students generate writings with the help of questions prepared by the teacher. 
These questions are based on the titles of the reading texts that the students 
will encounter. For example: 
            This chapter explores changes in three places: Europe, South Africa, and      
               China. Look  at the titles: 
               “ The Chance That Will not Return”, an essay by Vaclav Havel, former 
                president of  the Czech Republic; “ The Search  for Truth in South Africa,”       
                a magazine article; “ Hong Kong : Two Views”, essays by Queen Elizabeth   
                of England and Brian Becker. 
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          A)Predict the ideas this chapter will cover. List them in your note book. 
          B)What do you already know about the history of South Africa, Hong   
          Kong, and Europe? Write a paragraph for each (Sokolik, 2000) .             
 With writing to read activities, the teacher may try to stimulate students’ interests in  
the reading passage that they are about to read. With the help of writing to read 
activities, students can build successful bridges between the topic and reading 
activities. In other words, writing to read activities enhance students’ reading 
comprehension by forming a basis for the passage that the students are about to 
encounter. Moreover, these activities give learners a chance to compare their own 
writings with professionals’ writing and enhance their knowledge about academic 
writing.    
Overall, teachers can offer an integrated reading and writing syllabus by 
using a combination of reading to write and writing to read techniques, and thus  
enhance students’ reading and writing abilities. Both of these types of integration 
techniques can contribute students’ reading and writing abilities. Through a 
combination of all types of integration activities, students may benefit from the 
features of both reading and writing, thus resulting in both better comprehension of 
reading passages and more effective composition practices. 
Conclusion 
To sum up, introducing an innovation is not an easy task, and certainly not 
one that can be accomplished overnight. If innovators want to introduce an 
innovation, they should take the decision- makers and teachers into account and 
should not neglect either groups’ support for the diffusion of the innovation. A shift 
from discrete skill instruction towards integrated skills instruction in reading and 
writing courses is one of the noticeable changes in the field of ELT. Developments in 
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EAP reading and writing instruction reveal the possible benefits of using integrative 
tasks. According to the literature in reading and writing, these two skills can be 
taught similarly and they go together well. Educators and researchers have designed 
and applied various techniques to integrate reading and writing in classroom 
environments. The results of the implementation of these techniques have shown that 
by using them in an integrated manner, students could gain better reading and writing 
abilities (Esmaeili, 2002; Heyden, 2001). 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
    Introduction 
         The major focus of this study is to identify the attitudes of teachers towards 
integrated reading and writing instruction at Anadolu University’s School of Foreign 
Languages. This study addresses the following questions:  
1) What are the opinions of current reading and writing coordinators at Anadolu 
University's School of Foreign Languages about integrated reading and writing 
instruction? 
2) To what extent do the opinions of reading and writing coordinators fit with 
reading and writing teachers’ opinions about integrated reading and writing 
instruction at Anadolu University's School of Foreign Languages?   
3)   What are the attitudes of reading and writing teachers at Anadolu University's  
      School of Foreign Languages towards selected techniques for integrated reading   
       and writing instruction?  
        In this chapter, the participants involved in the study, the current conditions of 
reading and writing instruction at Anadolu University’s School of Foreign 
Languages, the instruments used to collect data, and the data analysis procedures 
employed are discussed. 
Contextual Setting 
 Anadolu University is a mixed medium instruction university. It has 
departments using English as a medium of instruction and other departments using 
Turkish as a medium of instruction. Regardless of which department the students will 
enrol in, all students have to attend the English preparation program. Since the 
students are from different departments, their purposes for learning English vary. 
AUSFL is not able to address the disparate needs of all students, so its curriculum 
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focuses on academic English, especially in reading and writing lessons. In addition, 
the curriculum aims to teach students the necessary skills to be able to pass the 
proficiency exam at the end of the class. In terms of academic skills, many students 
are expected to write response papers and research papers in English in their 
departments. Thus, it is important that students gain adequate English skills to be 
able to read academic articles and write response papers or research papers in 
appropriate academic register. AUSFL tries to address this general need of students 
by setting academic objectives in its reading and writing syllabi.  
Participants 
This study is two-part study involving interviews conducted with reading and 
writing teachers, and a questionnaire administered to reading and writing teachers. 
The participants involved in the study were chosen from Anadolu University’s 
School of Foreign Languages’ (AUSFL) reading and writing teachers. The study 
consists of two parts. In the first part, the researcher interviewed both of the current 
reading coordinators and both of the current writing coordinators. A coordinator at 
AUSFL is a teacher who, in addition to his/her teaching duties, also deals with all 
relevant issues about the teaching of the skill for which s/he is responsible. For 
example, s/he designs the program-wide syllabus for that skill, chooses the textbook 
with the help of teachers, prepares criteria for the exams given during the semester, 
and proofreads all exams before they are administered.  
Being a coordinator first requires teaching experience. No novice teacher can 
be a coordinator. Also, a teacher must volunteer to work as a coordinator. The 
administration cannot force a teacher to become a coordinator, however, they may 
request that an individual volunteer for the position if they think that individual is 
appropriate for position. In addition, it is preferred that coordinators have MA or  
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Ph. D degrees in ELT or a related area. Two teachers are chosen as 
coordinators for each skill at AUSFL. The current writing coordinators have MA 
degrees in TEFL from Bilkent University. The reading coordinators have MA 
degrees from Anadolu University. All four are females between the ages of 25-35. 
The background information of the interview participants is provided in Table 1. 
            Table 1 
            Background Information on Interview Participants 
 
Participants Age Years of 
teaching 
experience 
The 
highest 
degree 
Gender 
RC1 33 12 MA Female 
RC2 31 10 MA Female 
WC1 25 5 MA Female 
WC2 27 4 MA Female 
                Note.  RC1: First reading coordinator  
                           RC2: Second reading coordinator  
                           WC1: First writing coordinator  
                           RC2: Second writing  coordinator 
The second part of the study consisted of a questionnaire that was 
administered to all currently employed EFL teachers at AUSFL who are now or who 
have at some time taught reading and/ or writing. The reading and writing 
coordinators did not fill in the questionnaire. The total number of reading and writing 
teachers are 70 and the number who completed and returned the questionnaire is 57. 
The questionnaire was administered to teachers regardless of their age, experience, or 
gender. The only criterion in choosing them was that they had taught or were 
currently teaching reading or writing at Anadolu University’s School of Foreign 
Languages. Background information of the questionnaire respondents is provided in 
Table 2. 
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     Table 2 
     Background Information on Questionnaire Respondents 
 
Years                    Less              1- 5        6-10         10 and more years          
of teaching            than             years       years 
experience            1year 
Numbers of             6                   30          11            9 
Teachers 
 
The highest               BA           MA            Ph.D.                     
degree   
completed  
Numbers of               36             3                  16 
Teachers 
 
Experience teaching          Reading           Writing         Both reading and writing 
reading and/ or 
writing  
 
Numbers of                          21                     12                        24 
Teachers 
Instruments 
  In order to find out the opinions of coordinators about integrated reading and 
writing instruction and to be able to identify commonalities and differences in the 
opinions of coordinators and teachers, the reading and writing coordinators were first 
interviewed. The interviews were conducted in English. These semi-structured 
interviews provided the researcher with detailed information about coordinators’ 
attitudes towards integrated reading and writing instruction. The questions in the 
interview (see Appendix A) firstly revealed coordinators’ opinions about the current 
curricular separation of reading and writing instruction. Also, they revealed what 
kinds of current teaching practices in reading and writing would need to be changed, 
discarded, or which could remain unchanged if reading and writing instruction were 
to be integrated. The coordinators also explained the steps that should be taken to 
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prepare instructors for integrated reading and writing instruction, and discussed 
whether / how students might benefit from integrated reading and writing instruction. 
Lastly, the coordinators recommended some teaching techniques for successful 
integrated reading and writing instruction.           
The second instrument was the questionnaire (see Appendix B). This 
questionnaire was administered to find out teachers’ attitudes towards integrated 
reading and writing instruction and thus be able to identify the match between the 
opinions of the teachers and the reading and writing coordinators. Before 
administering the final version of the questions, they were piloted with 15 Bilkent 
MA TEFL students. Adjustments were made according to the feedback received. For 
example, one of the questions from the second part of the questionnaire was 
eliminated since the results of the piloting showed that it overlapped with the 
preceding question. Some other adjustments were made in the wording of some 
questions. For example, one question was turned into positive form from negative. 
Also, the modal “could” was discarded from one of the items since it indicates 
possibility and might have confused the participants. The distribution of the 
questions on the questionnaire is given in Table 3. 
Table 3 
 
Distribution of Questions on the Questionnaire  
Question types  Section 1 
Background 
information 
Section 2  
Questions about 
teachers’ attitudes 
towards integrated 
reading and writing 
techniques 
Section 3 
Questions about  
teachers’ attitudes 
towards integrated 
reading and writing 
instruction 
 
Number of  
questions 
3 13 20 
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The first part of the questionnaire was designed to identify the participants’ 
profiles. It provided descriptive data that enabled the researcher to investigate any 
possible relationship between teachers’ profiles and their responses to the questions 
in the other parts of the questionnaire. This part includes, therefore, questions about 
the participants’ years of experience, the highest degree they have completed, and the 
reading and/or writing courses that they have been teaching.     
In the second part, the questionnaire describes integrated reading and writing 
teaching techniques and seeks to reveal the attitudes of teachers towards these 
techniques. It was originally planned to select from among those techniques 
suggested by coordinators as well as those from the literature. However, the 
techniques suggested by the coordinators did not in most cases reflect a true 
integration of reading and writing skills. So, teaching techniques were selected just 
from the literature. The selected techniques are common ones in the literature. Six of 
them are reading to write techniques, and the last three are writing to read 
techniques. In other words, they reflect both reading to write and writing to read 
instruction. Four questions were asked for each technique. The first question asks 
respondents to judge the appropriateness of the given techniques for the specific 
context of Anadolu University’s School of Foreign Languages. The second and third 
questions ask the teachers’ opinions about which skill, reading or writing, each 
technique promotes. In the last question, teachers evaluate their own degree of 
readiness to implement these techniques in the classroom.   
The third part of the questionnaire explored teachers’ opinions about 
integrated reading and writing in general. This section also allowed the researcher to 
explore matches between teachers’ and coordinators’ opinions on integrated reading 
and writing instruction. In this section, many of the questions were constructed based 
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upon statements made by the coordinators in the interviews. In other words, in 
addition to general questions about integrated reading and writing instruction, actual 
statements were taken from the transcripts of the interviews with coordinators and 
teachers were asked to express their degree of agreement with these opinions with 
Likert-scale options.  For example, teachers were asked to respond to the following 
statement made by one of the coordinators. “ I feel positive about integrated reading 
and writing instruction” by indicating one of these options: strongly disagree, 
disagree, agree, strongly agree. 
Procedures 
  The researcher began the study by asking the Head of the Anadolu 
University’s School of Foreign Languages for formal permission to conduct the 
study in the preparatory school of Anadolu University. Upon receiving permission, 
the interview questions were sent to the reading and writing coordinators on 
February 28, 2003, one week before the actual interviews. This allowed the 
coordinators to think about the questions, and provide more complete and thoughtful 
responses. Interviews were conducted with reading and writing coordinators to get 
answers to the first research question. The interviews took place on March 5 and 6, 
2003. The time of the interviews was organized by the coordinators, and each 
interview lasted for approximately 30 minutes. The interviews were tape recorded 
and transcribed by the researcher (see sample transcript Appendix C). 
  After the interviews were completed and transcribed, a questionnaire was 
prepared. This questionnaire was administered to answer the second and third 
research questions. This questionnaire was made up of Likert Scale type questions. 
The final version of the questionnaire was hand delivered to each teacher by the 
researcher on April 9, 2003, and collected in the same way the next day.   
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Data Analysis 
        Qualitative data gathered from the semi-structured interviews were examined in 
order to find common patterns and contrasting views from the reading and writing 
coordinators. Their accounts were incorporated into the questionnaire. Cross-
sectional indexing of data (Mason, 1996) was used to organize data in the interview 
transcripts. The researcher underlined the common point points in the transcripts and 
grouped them accordingly. 
The quantitative data collected from the second and third part of the 
questionnaire required descriptive statistics. The Likert Scale type questions in the 
questionnaire were analysed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences 
(SPSS), 10.0 version. The answers to these questions were analysed by looking at 
frequencies and chi-squares, which were used to determine the possible significance 
of the frequencies. Using the background information part of the questionnaire, one-
way ANOVA tests were used to find out whether there was any relationship between 
the teachers’ answers throughout the questionnaire and their self reported 
background knowledge. The results of the ANOVA tests resulted in no significant 
findings and are therefore not reported in chapter 4.   
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS  
Overview of the Study 
 
The major focus of this study was to explore AUSFL teachers’ attitudes 
towards integrated reading and writing instruction and the extent to which teachers’ 
ideas match with the ideas of coordinators, and teachers’ attitudes towards the use of 
integrated reading and writing techniques at AUSFL. In order to achieve this 
purpose, interviews were conducted with the reading and writing coordinators to 
identify their ideas about integrated reading and writing instruction. Then a 
questionnaire was prepared and administered to all reading and writing teachers at 
AUSFL. The first part of the questionnaire involves background information 
questions. The second part was designed to identify reading and writing teachers’ 
attitudes towards integrated reading and writing techniques. The third part was 
designed to identify the extent to which the teachers’ ideas about integrated reading 
and writing instruction match with the ideas of coordinators.  
Data Analysis Procedures 
        In this study two types of data were collected through interviews and the 
questionnaire. Interview results required interpretation while the questionnaire data 
required statistical data analysis procedures using the Statistical Packages for Social 
Sciences (SPSS). The data analysis procedures of this study were divided into two 
main stages. In the first stage of the analysis, data from the interviews were 
interpreted qualitatively to identify the reading and writing coordinators’ ideas about 
integrated reading and writing instruction. The interview transcripts were analysed in 
detail to seek out any commonalities, contrasts, and anomalous points in 
coordinators’ statements about integrated reading and writing instruction.  
          In the next stage of the analysis, the results of the questionnaire administered 
to 57 teachers were analysed to identify the teachers’ attitudes towards integrated 
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reading and writing instruction and the extent to which teachers’ ideas fit with the 
reading and writing coordinators’ ideas about integrated reading and writing 
instruction. The answers given in the second part of the questionnaire were analysed 
with frequencies and chi-squares to find out teachers’ attitudes towards integrated 
reading and writing techniques. Lastly, the third part was analysed by frequencies 
and chi-squares again to reveal the extent to which teachers’ ideas fit with reading 
and writing coordinators’ ideas about integrated reading and writing instruction. 
Results 
 
       This section is divided into two main sections: qualitative analysis of the 
interview data and statistical analysis of the questionnaire. 
Interviews 
        The results of interviews show some commonalities and some contrasts between 
reading coordinators’ (RC1, RC2) and writing coordinators’ (WC1, WC2) ideas 
about integrated reading and writing instruction. The following section reports on 
some common points they share. 
Shared Perspectives  
  There are some points on which all or most of the coordinators share 
generally the same ideas, namely the benefits of reading and writing integration for 
students and the need for teacher training.  
Three of the four coordinators agree that integrated reading and writing could 
benefit the students. WC2 indicates her support for integrated reading and writing 
instruction by explaining the benefits of integration for students: 
I think, it will be very good for [students] because they think that 
reading is difficult and boring and they only receive something in 
reading and, in writing, they only try to produce something. But, if 
we integrate, they are going to receive and then they are going to 
produce. And after a while, I think, they will be able to understand 
how to benefit from reading passages and texts and how to apply 
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them: apply the rules, vocabulary, structures, whatever they see in 
reading into their writing products. So, I am sure students will be 
happier if the integration can be actualised. They have some 
problems with vocabulary learning, they have some problems with 
grammar structures, how to use vocabulary in their writing 
products. And, in writing, we cannot both do writing and reading. 
We have to focus on writing production and, in reading, they only  
teach some skills and strategies. So, if they see both of them in only 
one time, in only one material, I think, it will be better for them to 
see them there and apply in another place. I think, it will be more 
beneficial. (WC2)      
      
WC1 also thinks that integration would be beneficial for students. She says: 
The students do not consider language as a whole. They are 
thinking that all skills are separate courses. Therefore, they do not 
consider knowledge in one lesson to the another…And if it is 
integrated, I mean, we can help them to understand that language is 
a whole not pieces and they should be competent in all areas to be 
competent in one language. Therefore, they can benefit better from 
integration. (WC1) 
 
Both writing coordinators draw on the understanding that language is a whole and 
that integration would help students see the language as a whole. Students could 
improve their competence in the language by combining the features of all skills.  
      Like the writing coordinators, RC1 also thinks that students would benefit from 
integrated reading and writing instruction. She says: 
You know, firstly they read and comprehend the text. Maybe then 
they can use this text as a model in writing. And this model makes 
their thoughts clear and, by this way, they see the language not as 
separate skills but as a whole. And students understand the kinds of 
interconnections between reading and writing which they need to 
make to achieve academic success. Yes, [integration] can be 
successful. (RC1)     
 
Similar to the writing coordinators, RC1 thinks that integration will help students to 
see the language as a whole rather than as separate skills. 
An important issue that all four coordinators agree upon is that the teachers 
need preparation for integrated reading and writing instruction. WC1 emphasizes the 
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need for teacher training and outlines the steps that should be taken to prepare 
teachers for integrated reading and writing instruction by stating that: 
I believe that there should be a kind of in-service teacher training to 
train the teachers to understand what is integrated, and how it 
should be. Are we just meaning the integration [as] a book 
including both reading and writing that teachers are going to 
do[teach]. In fact, what is the integration should be explained 
clearly and give more information about it and experts can come 
here and explain what do we mean by that. Also, the people who 
are knowledgeable in this area can share their experiences about it 
and they can give examples about how it went or not. It went good 
or bad? (WC1) 
 
WC2 raises the issue of the true meaning of integration. She thinks that teacher 
training is necessary to clarify the meaning of integration in teachers’ minds. She is 
also in favour of having an expert who can share his/her knowledge and experiences 
with the teachers at AUSFL. 
  Both writing coordinators offer their ideas on possibly beneficial procedures 
to prepare teachers. WC2 also shares her ideas about the steps that should be taken to 
prepare teachers for integration:  
Before starting the preparations for integration, we should talk with 
the teachers. Maybe we can get some feedback from both writing 
and reading teachers and then about writing, for example, we can 
do some workshop types things, maybe. And we can ask them why 
they want this integration or why they do not want this integration. 
And, maybe, they have some suggestions, some advice for us. 
(WC2) 
 
 In this excerpt, WC2 underscores the importance of teachers in terms of their 
understandings, their perceptions, and their suggestions for any forthcoming 
curricular change towards integrated skills.  
         WC1 emphasizes the particular needs of novice teachers when talking about the 
steps that should be taken to prepare teachers for integrated reading and writing 
instruction. She says: 
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I am not quite sure whether teachers have enough knowledge 
[about]integrated or separated [skills instruction] because there are 
a lot of novice teachers in the institution. They immediately start 
working here and they just see separated skills. I do not know 
whether they are knowledgeable in integrated skills…. I consider 
myself while saying this. Because when I started working here, I 
was just graduated from the faculty and start working here, 
therefore I have no experience in integrated curriculum. (WC1) 
 
WC2 also thinks that teachers are not ready. She also points out that novice 
teachers, in particular, need to be prepared for integrated reading and writing 
instruction. She says: 
I do not think [teachers] are ready because for five years we are 
teaching them separately and now it would be quite strange for 
them to integrate reading and writing. And also, for novice 
teachers, especially, teaching writing is difficult, teaching reading 
is difficult separately, and when we integrate them, maybe, they 
will feel confused. (WC2) 
 
WC2 elaborates on the issue of teacher training. She thinks that novice teachers are in 
greater need of preparation since their experience is limited even in teaching reading 
and writing separately. This inexperience could further complicate their efforts to 
teach in an integrated curriculum.  
RC1 has some concerns in her mind in terms of actualising an integrated 
reading and writing curriculum. She explains the procedure for integration as being 
one in which “both reading and writing teachers should reach consensus on the basic 
issues first of all. We have to do it before integration.” What she suggests here is that 
reading and writing teachers work collaboratively and identify some basic points 
such as the parts they could use from the reading and writing syllabi in the integrated 
syllabus. She seems a bit doubtful whether integration could be actualised without 
teachers’ agreement on some basic points. She thinks that integration would be quite 
difficult for AUSFL and if these procedures could not be realized, it could be more 
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difficult than expected.  Also, she, like the other coordinators, states her belief about 
the teachers’ need for some sort of teacher training by stating the following: 
Because we have not tried this kind of integration before, and 
personally, I do not have so much opinion, but I am sure that they 
should be trained in a way on both theoretical and practical level. 
(RC1) 
 
This respondent refers to her own inexperience with integration as well. Her own 
lack of experience might explain why she feel that the school needs a teacher trainer. 
When asked if the coordinators are ready to prepare teachers, she says “a teacher 
trainer is better.” In this statement, she admits that even the coordinators may not be 
knowledgeable enough on integrated reading and writing instruction to carry out 
effective training on the topic.     
RC2 agrees on the need for teacher training and, also talks about her own 
inexperience in teaching an integrated reading and writing syllabus. She says: 
Teachers also have no idea how to combine reading and writing. 
Because I am a reading teacher and I have been teaching reading 
for six years and I have no experience of teaching writing and so I 
cannot imagine the instruction in the classroom. I mean, I cannot 
imagine myself while teaching writing because I have no idea 
about this. So, I have to work hard (RC2).  
She is, therefore, in favour of teacher training if AUSFL were to adopt an 
integrated reading and writing curricula. Also, she specifies that this teacher training 
should firstly be made available for coordinators: 
We should begin with the coordinators because they are going to 
guide the other people. Of course, we need in- service training. We 
absolutely need in- service training. (RC 2) 
 
Similar to the other three coordinators, she also recommends an expert to guide them 
through the teacher- training process. She too emphasizes the coordinators’ own  
inexperience in implementation of reading and writing instruction:  
Actually, we need an expert for teacher training and also, we need 
another expert for curriculum development. We have to change our 
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syllabus and there must be someone who knows everything about 
how to integrate reading and writing and how to prepare a new 
curriculum for this integration. So, we need someone to guide us. 
Because, none of us is expert. I think we need to learn more about. 
Because we are planning to do something new for us. And in this 
case we are quite novice. (RC2) 
 
RC2 places a strong emphasis on teacher- training issues. She believes that both the 
teachers and coordinators need to be prepared for integrated instruction with the help 
of training sessions. Moreover, like her peers, RC2 believes there is a need for an 
expert to guide the coordinators. She does not see herself as knowledgeable enough 
to lead the training sessions.  
Clearly, all coordinators are in consensus on some aspects of integrated 
reading and writing instruction. They generally believe that students will benefit 
from that integration; however, they feel that teachers and coordinators need to be 
equipped with more knowledge about integration on both the theoretical and 
practical levels. Dissatisfaction with the current curriculum, support for integration, 
and dropping academic elements from the syllabi are ideas shared by the writing 
coordinators.   
Contrasting Perspectives  
There are points on which reading and writing coordinators express totally 
contrasting ideas. The first issue on which writing coordinators and reading 
coordinators conflict concerns their satisfaction with the current curricular separation 
of reading and writing instruction. While the two writing coordinators clearly 
indicate their dissatisfaction with the current separated curriculum, the two reading 
coordinators are very much in favour of it.  
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One of the writing coordinators expresses her support for integrated reading 
and writing instruction by stating her dissatisfaction with the current curricular 
separation of reading and writing instruction at AUSFL: 
To be honest, I am not quite satisfied [with the current separation 
of reading and writing instruction]. Because we are teaching all 
skills separately and students consider that language is not a whole 
and all skills have their own features and therefore we cannot 
transfer the knowledge from one skill to another. That is our major 
problem and also, in terms of curriculum design, we have some 
problems because there are no matching things between our 
syllabuses. For example we are preparing writing syllabus 
according to what we think and what we believe, but then, may be 
some mismatches [occur] between the other skills. Therefore, the 
thing that we teach in writing sometimes may be not effective in 
reading; therefore, I think it causes some problems. (WC1) 
 
The other writing coordinator also favours integrated reading and writing 
instruction on the condition that academic writing is discarded from the writing 
syllabus. She, too, is unhappy with the current curriculum, but focuses her discontent 
more on the academic content of the syllabi. She is not happy with teaching academic 
writing, and wants to change the content of the writing syllabus. She states:  
Our students are learning basic skills about English. That is why we 
should teach them only the basic ones that are necessary ones in 
their departments or in their whole life. That is why I think 
academic writing is not quite necessary for them. It would be non 
academic and free, it would be better for them because when they 
learn these academic writing skills deeply, they really have some 
difficulties in dealing with those skills and also their production can 
be blocked by teaching such kinds of types. I think, it would be 
better to change the content of writing. (WC2) 
 
She is also in favour of integrated reading and writing instruction. On the other hand,  
she thinks that integration would be possible only if academic writing were dropped: 
“ If the content of writing can be changed, then, of course, an integration could be 
done”. She rationalizes this judgement as follows. First, she thinks that there is no 
need for students to learn academic English. The students need general English to 
continue in their academic departments and for their future careers. However, this is 
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not the case in the departments. The students are requested to write academic papers 
such as response papers and research papers. They need to learn academic writing in 
preparatory school since they are not taught how to write in an academic register in 
their departments. They are expected to come their departments with an adequate 
knowledge on writing academic papers. Thus, AUSFL prepares its students for their 
departments by teaching academic skills rather than general one. She also believes 
that academic writing is difficult for students. Therefore, the process of integration 
would be made for more difficult and boring if academic skills are taught, since the 
reading would have to include academic registers to have students generate academic 
writings.  
WC1 also agrees with the idea of not studying academic writing by stating the 
following: 
Our major problem in prep school, we should, in fact define our 
aims, and objectives. If our main aim is to give general English to 
the students, I think, we should not focus on so much academic 
things, academic writing and we should focus more on non-
academic things because we are not teaching ESP and these 
students should learn ESP writing in the faculties and I think our 
syllabus, in terms of writing, are quite heavy. Because we are 
writing essay writing, essay types and formal things and therefore 
the students sometimes fed up with it. It is causing some problems 
for us. Maybe we should work more on the non-academic styles 
and how student explain themselves in writing to create a kind of 
awareness in terms of writing. (WC1) 
 
 Both writing coordinators see academic writing as a problem for integrated reading     
 and writing instruction. They suggest the idea that academic writing is very difficult 
for students to show progress in a limited time. If AUSFL were to incorporate reading 
into academic writing, it would be even more difficult for students to generate 
writings.   
          WC2 believes that teachers are also positive towards integrated reading and 
writing instruction. She states that “teachers also have positive feelings towards 
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integration as far as I know.” She also adds that the reason behind the teachers’ 
positive attitudes towards the idea of integration is their dissatisfaction with the 
academic content in writing syllabi. She thinks that, similar to her, teachers also see 
integration as a way of discarding academic writing. She states:   
Generally … [teachers] have positive feelings because of writing. 
Because I said, they also think that academic writing is not quite 
necessary for our students and for our school. (WC2) 
  
What she seems to mean here is that teachers, like herself, are not happy with 
teaching academic writing. They may support a shift towards integrated reading and 
writing instruction since they have an assumption that with such a curriculum, they 
would not have to teach academic writing.  
Unlike the writing coordinators, RC1 believes that reading and writing 
teachers have totally different perspectives on teaching English though some 
elements may be the same. Thus, the separation in reading and writing curricula is 
better. She says:  
Both writing and reading are taught separately in our school and, 
for that reason, syllabus are completely different. In reading 
classes, we try to give all academic reading skills. Writing does the 
same in those classes. In fact, some of our topics are the same. But 
reading teachers have their point of view and writing teachers have 
[a] different point of view and I think, as a reading teacher, I am 
quite satisfied with the current curricular separation of reading 
writing instruction. There is no problem with this. (RC1)  
 
However, she offers somewhat contradictory statements when she indicates that 
integrated reading and writing instruction could be beneficial for students. She states 
that “maybe integration makes students think English as a whole, that should not be 
separated, maybe.” Although she is in favour of the current separated curriculum, she 
admits that an integrated curriculum could help students acquire the language as a 
whole rather than as separated skills.  
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RC2 is wholly pleased with the current curricular separation of reading and 
writing instruction. She says that “We are completely and fully satisfied with the 
current curriculum” (RC2). She explains the reasons for her satisfaction with the 
current curriculum by referring first to the students: 
We get some nice feedback from our students. They say that they 
like the book; they like the things that we do here. And they think 
that we really do useful things for them. (RC2) 
 
She also explains aspects of the separated reading syllabus that she herself is satisfied 
with. She states: 
In the first term, we try to expose them to a great number of 
vocabulary, and then in the second term, we try to teach them some 
reading strategies that might help them when they face problems 
while they are reading. Also, we try to equip them with the 
necessary reading skills such as finding the main idea, supporting 
details, drawing conclusions. In the second term, especially, we 
study… how they can improve their critical thinking which most of 
our students lack. (RC2)  
 
She claims that in reading lessons, the students are equipped with necessary reading 
skills. Each term, students engage in beneficial reading activities that are useful for 
their overall second language acquisition. Thus, she expresses her total satisfaction 
with the current curriculum. 
  RC2’s opposition to integration seems to stem from the fact that she sees the 
adoption of integrated reading and writing curricula as nearly impossible:   
It is something that is difficult for us, I mean, to create, because it 
is something new for us. It means that it will be beyond our limits. 
Because we do not know anything about the integration of writing 
and reading. So we do not know how we are going to do it (RC2). 
 
 She is also against the use of some integration techniques in classes. During the 
interview, some integration techniques to be used in the classroom were suggested by 
the researcher. One technique recommended was to ask students to put themselves in 
the shoes of another character and rewrite a story from the perspective of that 
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character. RC2 expressed her disapproval of this technique by stating that it would 
not enhance students’ critical thinking abilities: 
We try to teach them how to understand something that they are 
reading because sometimes they know every word, the meaning of 
every word in the passage, but they still do not understand that. So, 
they lack some skills necessary for critical thinking and this is the 
habit they could not gain in their high school year. So we try to 
teach them how to think, how to analyse, how to synthesise 
knowledge, using background knowledge. I think, these things are 
more important than creating a new story. Because critical thinking 
is a part of life. If you cannot think critically, it means that you 
cannot be a fulfilled person in your future life. (RC2) 
 
At this point, she seems to be taking a different perspective than the writing 
coordinators by her support for critical thinking, which is an academic skill taught in 
reading lessons. Unlike the writing coordinators, RC2 is supporting the teaching of 
academic skills. Nevertheless, she is against integration. She believes that teaching 
academic skills such as critical thinking is much more important than some 
integrated techniques such as creating a new story. 
  Clearly, another issue on which reading and writing coordinators do not agree 
is the issue of teaching academic skills. Contrary to the writing coordinators, reading 
coordinators are happy with teaching academic reading. Also, they think that English 
for Academic Purposes (EAP) would cause no problem for the reading syllabus if 
AUSFL were to integrate reading and writing instruction. RC1’s ideas on that issue 
are illustrated in the following interaction between the researcher and the 
interviewee: 
Researcher: … Academic reading makes everything difficult    
to integrate? 
RC1: No, I do not think so. Separation is no problem for   
academic reading. 
Researcher: You mean, academic reading is no problem if we    
were to integrate reading and writing instruction? 
RC1: Yes, no problem…. 
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This dialogue indicates that for the first reading coordinator, academic reading does 
not prevent AUSFL from adopting integrated reading and writing instruction. 
Similarly, the second reading coordinator does not mention having any concerns 
with teaching academic reading. The difference between the reading and writing 
coordinators’ ideas about teaching EAP skills in integrated reading and writing 
integration could stem from the different syllabi of the reading and writing courses. 
The academic skills in writing syllabus requires challenging tasks such as writing 
essay types. These tasks are very difficult for students who have little or no 
background in English. Thus, students find it very demanding and overwhelming. 
Teachers realize the fact that the students have many difficulties in learning 
academic writing skills, so they see integration as a way of avoiding academic skills. 
On the other hand, the academic skills included in the reading syllabus seem to be 
more manageable for students such as making inferences and finding supportive 
ideas in a paragraph. According to the reading coordinators, students seem to be 
happy with academic reading skills and the outcomes are more successful than 
writing courses.       
RC2 is unique in her belief that integrated reading and writing instruction 
would not be directly beneficial for students. She believes that no change would be 
able to make unmotivated students successful and help them develop their language 
abilities. Her idea seems to be that the instruction approach or method does not 
matter, a good student will always learn regardless of the instruction, and a bad 
student will never learn. She states: 
Actually, I do not think that the change, I mean the way we teach 
them affects them. Because there are good students and bad 
students. What I mean by good students and bad students is there 
are the motivated ones who want to learn, and there are the other 
students who do not want to learn anything here. Because they are 
forced to come here. I do not think that when we change the way 
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we teach them, the good students will always benefit, and the best 
students will always be the same. (RC2) 
 
She expresses the idea that no change could affect students’ success if they are 
determined not to learn the target language for various reasons. Her idea likely stems 
from the fact that there are many unmotivated students at AUSFL. These students are 
forced to enrol in the English language program by the educational policy of the 
Turkish Higher Education Council. The departments do not allow any new students 
to enrol without first achieving a satisfactory grade from the preparatory school. As a 
result, AUSFL has to deal with students who may not be personally enthusiastic 
about learning English. They attend the classes because there is obligatory 
attendance, but many have the feeling that learning English will not be of use for 
their future professional careers. There are some departments such as fine arts and 
physical education in which the students will not have to use English any more in 
any of their lessons. The students also think that they will not use English in their 
jobs as a physic or art teacher. 
Although she sees integration as virtually impossible at AUSFL, RC2 
nevertheless admits that in some circumstances integration might be appropriate: 
The syllabus of the first term is more suitable then the syllabus of 
the second term in terms of integration with writing. Because it 
goes on with the different topics. For example, they read a passage 
about integration so they can do a writing exercise related to the 
passage about education. They read passages about supports, 
environmental issues, music etc. So, there are different topics in 
which we thought that they can have a kind of common interest 
about this topic so, the syllabus is suitable for writing in the first 
term. (RC2) 
 
RC2 finds the second term syllabus somewhat more suitable for integration since the 
students are assigned to read lots of reading passages on different topics, into which 
writing components could be incorporated more easily. These statements suggest that, 
even for RC2, integration may not be something impossible for the reading syllabus. 
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Although RC2 openly claims the opposite, there are some circumstances under which 
even she sees the syllabus as appropriate for integrated reading and writing 
instruction.           
  The results of the interviews conducted with reading and writing coordinators 
tend to reveal differences between their ideas about integrated reading and writing 
instruction. While the writing coordinators are in favour of integrated reading and 
writing integration, the reading coordinators are satisfied with the current curricular 
separation of reading and writing instruction. An interesting point emerging from the 
interviews was the writing coordinators’ dissatisfaction with the academic focus of 
the current writing syllabus. Moreover, this dissatisfaction was shown to be in part 
related to their positive feelings towards integration, due to their apparent 
misconceptions that an integrated syllabus would be less likely to focus on academic 
skills.   
The Questionnaire 
          After the interviews were conducted, a questionnaire was administered to all 
reading and writing teachers at AUSFL.  
Background of Respondents  
           Responses to the first part of the questionnaire provide the background 
information that was collected to profile participants. It was also designed to allow 
the researcher to explore any possible relationships between the participants’ 
backgrounds and their answers to the other two parts of the questionnaire. One-Way 
Anova tests were used to explore potential relationships. However, since no 
significant relationships between the participants’ background and their answers to 
the other parts of the questionnaire were found, the results of the ANOVAs will not 
be discussed here. Chapter 3 presents relevant background information. 
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Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Integrated Reading and Writing Techniques 
 
        The second part of the questionnaire, divided into four main parts, investigated 
teachers’ attitudes towards integrated reading and writing techniques. Frequencies 
and chi-squares were used to analyze the data in this part. The attitudes of teachers 
towards selected techniques were identified through four questions. The first of these 
questions is “In general, how appropriate do you think this technique would be for 
AUSFL?” The responses of teachers to this question generally reveal that the 
teachers think the given techniques are somewhat or very appropriate for the specific 
context of AUSFL. The general picture about the appropriateness of the selected 
techniques seems to be generally positive, though there are some minimally 
appropriate responses which raise some caution.    
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Table 4 
Q1: In General, How Appropriate do You Think This Technique Would be for 
AUSFL?  
Technique Very Somewhat Minimally Not at all χ 2 
T1 11 25 16 5 15.070** 
T2 11 22 22 2 19.702** 
T3 24 16 16 1 19.421** 
T4 17 15 22 2 15.571** 
T5 26 23 6 1 32.714** 
T6 21 15 14 6 8.143* 
T7 29 17 9 1 30.571** 
T8 30 18 8 0 36.000** 
T9 18 20 17 1 16.429** 
Note.  T1- Students keep reading journals in which they write their reactions to readings. Then  
           teachers give written feedback in these journals. 
           T2- Students keep “double-entry notebooks” in which they summarize significant pats of  
           a text on one side of the page, and write additional comments about the summary on the   
           opposite side of the page. 
           T3- Students make connections between newly introduced texts and previously read texts by   
           using free writes and /or  speed writes (writing on a given topic in 2-3 minutes).      
           T4- Students use graphic organizers (tables, graphs and figures) in order to, for example,   
           identify  main ideas from the text, record information, or compare content from various texts.      
           Students then write about the readings based on these graphic organizers.   
           T5- Students synthesize, extend and /or apply new information from their readings to written   
           tasks (e.g., multiple draft essays, letters, poster displays) 
           T6- Students interpret the author’s point of view in a text and then adopt a different point of   
            view. Then they write a critique of the text and the author’s point of view.  
           T7-  Students write about personal experiences related to the topic a text that they are going to  
            read. 
           T8-  Before reading, students list their assumptions based on the title of the reading text; after   
            reading, they compare their initial assumptions with information from the text. 
           T9- In order to be prepared for an upcoming reading, students do free writes based on teacher    
             prompts. 
           χ 2= Chi-square 
            *p < 0.5     ** p < .01 
            N= 57  
The largest number of respondents chose very appropriate for the following 
techniques; students make connections between newly introduced texts and 
previously read texts by using free writes and/ or speed writes (T3); students 
synthesize, extend and /or apply new information from their readings to written tasks 
(e.g., multiple draft essays, letters, poster displays) (T5); students interpret the 
author’s point of view in a text and then adopt a different point of view and write a 
critique (T6); students write about personal experiences related to the topic a text that 
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they are going to read (T7); before reading, students list their assumptions based on 
the title of the reading text and after reading they compare their initial assumptions 
with information from the text (T8). Especially for the last technique mentioned 
above, 30 people, or nearly half of the population, think that this technique is very 
appropriate for AUSFL. These various techniques are perhaps found to be very 
appropriate because they are not considered very demanding either for teachers or 
students. They may not seem to require extra preparation or knowledge to be 
implemented in the classroom. Many participants are more cautious about the 
techniques in which students keep reading journals for noting their reactions to 
readings. These techniques may also require teachers to give written feedback in 
these journals, or students to keep “double-entry notebooks” in which they 
summarize significant parts of a text on one side of the page and write comments on 
the opposite side. The participants generally report that these techniques are 
somewhat appropriate for AUSFL. These techniques may seem to be beneficial, but a 
bit challenging both for students and teachers. For example, keeping “double -entry 
notebooks” may not be a very familiar technique to the teachers.  
The techniques with a significant number of minimally appropriate responses 
are those that require students to write double-entry notebooks and use graphic 
organizers to generate writings. Similar to keeping double-entry notebooks (T2), 
using graphic organizers to help students generate writings (T4) is likely an 
unfamiliar technique for teachers. Even the term ‘graphic organizers’ may seem 
unfamiliar to the teachers, since it is not commonly used at AUSFL. When compared 
with the other techniques, a rather large number of participants, six, think that the 
technique in which students interpret the author’s point of view in a text, adopt a 
different point of view, and write a critique (T6) is not at all appropriate. This result 
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may stem from the fact that this technique requires highly developed reading and 
writing skills from the students such as interpreting the author’s point of view and 
writing a critique of the author’s point of view. 
The second question that required teachers to identify their attitudes towards 
the selected techniques is: “How beneficial is this technique for AUSFL students 
who want to improve their reading abilities?” As shown in Table 5, the results 
significantly show that most of the participants think that the selected techniques 
would be somewhat or very beneficial for AUSFL students’ who want to improve 
their reading abilities. 
Table 5 
Q2: How Beneficial is this Technique for AUSFL Students Who Want to Improve 
Their Reading Abilities?   
Technique Very Somewhat Minimally Not at all χ 2 
T1 16 22 18 0 15.070** 
T2 19 26 11 0 26.714** 
T3 25 21   8 1 27.255** 
T4 22 20 11 3 16.429** 
T5 21 26   9 0 29.571** 
T6 27 16 12 1 24.714** 
T7 22 19 10 5 13.286** 
T8 30 18   8 0 36.000** 
T9 17 22 15 2 15.571** 
Note. χ 2= Chi-square 
           ** p < .01 
           N= 57 
              
For the following techniques a large number of teachers (between 22 and 30 
respondents) found them to be very beneficial for students’ reading abilities: Students 
make connections between new and old texts by using free writes and /or speed 
writes (T3); students use graphic organizers and then write about the readings based 
on these graphic organizers (T4); they synthesize, extend and /or apply new 
information from their readings to written tasks (T5); students interpret and then 
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write the critiques of the author’s point of view in a text (T6); students write about 
personal experiences related to the topic a text that they are going to read (T7); 
students list their assumptions based on the title of the reading text; and then 
compare these assumptions with information from the text (T8). In particular, the 
number of the participants, 30, who think that the last technique (T8) is very 
beneficial for students’ reading abilities is very high. This preference may be because 
of the focus of the obvious technique on reading. The activities in this technique are 
meant to promote students’ comprehension of the text.   
The responses of the participants to this question are generally so positive that 
in some techniques such as, students keep reading journals in which they write their 
reactions to readings and teachers give written feedback in these journals (T1); 
students write double- entry notebooks (T2), students synthesize, extend and /or 
apply new information from their readings to written tasks (T5); and before reading 
students list their assumptions based on the title of the reading and after reading they 
compare their initial assumptions from the text (T8), the option of not at all 
beneficial was not chosen by any participants. In general, though, participants are 
slightly less positive about the benefits of the techniques for reading in which 
students keep reading journals (T1); keep double-entry notebooks (T2); synthesize, 
extend and /or apply new information from their readings to written tasks (T5) and 
do free-writes based on teacher prompts in order to be prepared for an upcoming 
reading (T9), they are even less positive for keeping reading journals and doing free-
writes based on teacher prompts in order to be prepared for an upcoming reading for 
each of which the number of people selecting minimally beneficial is relatively 
higher, 18 and 15 respectively. 
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           The third question asked for each technique is “ How beneficial is this 
technique for AUSFL students who want to improve their writing abilities?” As 
shown in Table 6, the overall picture of the responses given to this question shows 
that teachers are positive about the benefits of selected techniques for students’ 
writing abilities. The responses also show that the teachers are more positive towards 
writing benefits of these techniques than for the reading benefits.  
Table 6 
 
Q3: How Beneficial is this Technique for AUSFL Students Who Want to Improve 
Their Writing Abilities?   
Technique Very Somewhat Minimally Not at all χ 2 
T1 22 29 6 0 38.509** 
T2 22 23 11 1 22.649** 
T3 21 26 8 2 26.158** 
T4 18 26 10 3 20.825** 
T5 36 17 4 0 55.351** 
T6 36 13 7 1 49.316** 
T7 34 19 2 1 52.714** 
T8 20 16 16 4 10.286* 
T9 21 28 7 0 35.000** 
Note. χ 2= Chi-square 
           *p < 0.5    ** p < .01 
            N= 57 
 
Most of the participants think that the given techniques are somewhat or very 
beneficial for AUSFL students who want to improve their writing abilities. For the 
following techniques, the number of the participants who think that these are very 
beneficial outnumber the participants who think that these techniques are somewhat 
beneficial for students’ writing abilities by nearly twice as much:  Students 
synthesize, extend and /or apply new information from their readings to written tasks 
(T5); students interpret the author’s point of view in a text and then write a critique 
(T6); students write about personal experiences related to the topic a text that they 
are going to read (T7). The focus in these techniques is on writing. These techniques 
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clearly develop students’ writing skills such as writing critiques and essays. This may 
explain why the teachers think that T5, T6, and T7 are very beneficial for students’ 
writing abilities. On the other hand, for most of the techniques, the number of the 
participants who think that the technique is somewhat beneficial for students’ writing 
abilities is more than those who think that the technique is very beneficial. As shown 
in table 6, a large number of the participants think that keeping reading journals (T1) 
and double-entry notebooks (T2), making connections between newly introduced 
texts and previously read texts by using free writes and/ or speed writes (T3), using 
graphic organizers to generate writings (T4) and doing free writes based on teacher 
prompts in order to be prepared for an upcoming reading (T9) are somewhat 
beneficial for students who want to improve their writing abilities. Since the option 
of somewhat is regarded as a positive response -though not as much as very- these 
techniques are also ones teachers feel develop students’ writing abilities. However, 
no reason could be explained behind the teachers’ choice of rating them as somewhat 
rather than very beneficial.  
A fairly large number of teachers believe that keeping double-entry 
notebooks (T2), using graphic organizers (T4) and before reading listing assumptions 
based on the title of the reading text and after reading comparing initial assumptions 
with information from the text (T8) are only minimally beneficial for students’ 
writing abilities. Curiously, these teachers find keeping double entry notebooks as 
minimally beneficial for students’ writing abilities although its focus on writing 
summaries of the texts they have read. For T4, the teachers perhaps think that using 
graphic organizers to generate writings may not promote students’ writing abilities 
since it seems to be a bit mechanical rather than productive. For T8, as mentioned in 
Table 5, at first sight, the focus seems to be on reading rather than writing. The 
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number of the participants who thinks that the selected techniques are not at all 
beneficial for students’ writing abilities is so rare that for some techniques, such as 
keeping double-entry notebooks, synthesizing, extending and/ or applying new 
information from their readings to written tasks, no participants chose the not at all 
option.    
  The last question was designed to identify teachers’ attitudes towards selected 
integrated reading and writing techniques by asking “ How prepared do you feel you 
are to implement this technique at AUSFL?” The aim of this question is to reveal the  
degree to which teachers feel prepared to implement the selected techniques 
themselves at AUSFL. As shown in table 7, the responses to this question, though 
almost all are found significant on a chi square test, are generally a bit more 
dispersed than with the first three questions.  
Table 7 
Q4: How Prepared do You Feel You are to Implement this Technique at AUSFL? 
Technique Very Somewhat Minimally Not at all χ 2 
T1 13 18 20 6 8.193* 
T2 10 21 21 5 13.667** 
T3 13 24 17 3 16.193** 
T4 14 18 17 8 4.263 
T5 18 28 6 5 23.035** 
T6 14 22 14 7 7.192* 
T7 30 15 10 1 31.571** 
T8 29 17 9 1 30.571** 
T9 19 18 17 2 13.857** 
Note.  
         χ 2= Chi-square 
         *p < 0.5    ** p < .01 
          N= 57 
 
The results for (T4), in which students use graphic organizers in order to, for 
example, identify main ideas from the text, record information, or compare content 
from various texts and write about the readings based on these graphic organizers, 
are the most evenly distributed. As noted earlier, the reason for this could be the 
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concept of graphic organizers. Some teachers may be unfamiliar with the use of 
graphic organizers in lessons since it is not a featured activity in the textbooks at 
AUSFL. On the other hand, there may be some teachers who have used graphic 
organizers in their lessons as extra material.  For two techniques, students write about 
personal experiences related to the topic of a text that they are going to read (T7) and 
students list their assumptions based on the title of the reading text before reading 
and after reading comparing initial assumptions with information from the text (T8), 
a high number of the participants, 30 and 29 respectively, think that they feel 
themselves very prepared to implement these techniques at AUSFL. There is an 
apparent link between the teachers’ perceptions of a technique’s appropriateness and 
their confidence in implementing that technique in classroom settings. For example, 
T7 and T8 were very popular techniques that the teachers generally found very 
appropriate for AUSFL, and very beneficial for students’ reading and writing 
abilities. They also report feeling very prepared to implement these two techniques at 
AUSFL.  
The number of participants who think that they are somewhat prepared is 
more for the following techniques: keeping double-entry notebooks (T2); making 
connections between newly introduced texts and previously read texts by using free 
writes and/ or speed writes (T3); synthesizing, extend and /or apply new information 
from their readings to written tasks (T5) and interpreting the author’s point of view 
in a text and then writing a critique (T6). The reasons behind the teachers’ choices of 
somewhat for these particular techniques is presumably because they are not very 
common techniques used in the current syllabi, and thus less familiar to the teachers. 
A significant number of participants feel only minimally or not at all prepared 
to implement techniques T1, T2, T3, T4, T6 and T9. All of these selected techniques 
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include particular terms, such as “double entry notebooks”, “graphic organizers”, 
“speed writes” or “free writes” as well as possibly demanding tasks, such as keeping 
journals and interpreting authors’ points of view and writing critiques. These terms 
may be unfamiliar to teachers, who might not therefore feel well prepared to use 
these particular techniques.  
 Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Integrated Reading and Writing Instruction 
        The results of the questions in this section reveal teachers’ ideas about 
integrated reading and writing instruction. Since this section was designed with items 
that reflect coordinators’ ideas, it also identifies the extent to which teachers’ 
attitudes fit with the coordinators’ attitudes towards integrated reading and writing 
instruction.         
       Questionnaire items aiming to reveal teachers’ ideas about integrated reading 
and writing instruction without taking the specific context of AUSFL into 
consideration are the following: Skills acquired in reading can be transferred to 
reading and vive versa (Q2/3); I feel positive about integrated reading and writing 
instruction (Q5); using writing instead of speaking as a pre- or post-reading activity 
would be boring for students (Q6) and integrated reading and writing teaching 
techniques are appropriate for teaching academic English skills (Q7). The results for 
these questions are displayed in Table 8. 
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Table 8 
Questions Relating to Teachers’ Ideas About Integrated Reading and Writing 
Instruction in General   
Note. Q2- Skills acquired in reading can be transferred to writing. 
          Q3: Skills acquired in writing can be transferred to reading.           Q5: I feel positive about integrated reading and writing instruction. 
          Q6: Using writing instead of speaking as a pre- or post-reading activity would   
          be boring for  students. 
          Q7: Integrated reading and writing teaching techniques are appropriate for  
          teaching academic    
          English skills.     
         χ 2= Chi-square 
           ** p < .01 
          N= 57 
 
 The teachers’ responses to Q2 and Q3 show that most of the teachers agree with the 
writing coordinators that skills acquired in reading and skills acquired in writing can 
be transferred to each other. No participants indicate strong disagreement on that 
issue and very few participants state any degree of disagreement. Given their overall 
belief in the transferability of the two skills, it is perhaps unsurprising that a high 
number of the participants, 45, subsequently report feeling positive about integrated 
reading and writing instruction. Just six participants disagree with the idea of 
integration.  
Curiously, although the vast majority report feeling positive towards 
integration, many also react against the idea of using writing as a pre- or post-reading 
activity, which is a way of integrating reading and writing instruction. Most of the 
participants, 29, think that using writing as a pre- or post-reading activity would be 
boring for students. This result could stem from the teachers’ unfamiliarity with the 
Question  Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 
 χ 2 
Q2 0 2 27 22 44.451** 
Q3 0 4 32 15 48.216** 
Q5 1 5 27 18 33.627** 
Q6 1 17 23 6 25.766** 
Q7 0 8 28 15 33.157** 
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meaning of integration, since using writing in pre- or post-reading activities is one of 
the main components of integration.  
As a last point about the teachers’ attitudes towards integrated reading and 
writing instruction in general, Q7 asks about the appropriateness of integration for 
teaching academic English skills. While the writing coordinators insist on the idea 
that academic writing makes integration difficult, most of the teachers disagree with 
them. Forty -three of the teachers agree or strongly agree that integrated reading and 
writing teaching techniques are appropriate for teaching academic English skills.  
  A second set of questions were prepared to identify teachers’ ideas about the 
implementation of integrated reading and writing instruction in the specific context 
of AUSFL: I am satisfied with the current curricular separation of reading and 
writing instruction at AUSFL (Q1); it is possible to integrate reading and writing at 
AUSFL (Q4); the current writing syllabus is suitable for incorporating reading into it 
and vice versa (Q8/9); integrated reading and writing instruction at AUSFL would be 
problematic in terms of materials, time limitations, teachers’ knowledge of reading 
writing integration and students’ language abilities (Q15). The results for these 
questions are displayed in Table 9.  
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Table 9 
Questions Relating to Teachers’ Ideas about Integrated Reading and Writing 
Instruction in the Specific Context of AUSFL 
Questions Strongly  
disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 
χ 2 
Q1 11 24 11 5 15.118** 
Q4 0 5 28 18 37.863** 
Q8 2 29 16 1 48.833** 
Q9 3 27 17 0 40.404** 
Q15A 7 8 25 13 15.453** 
Q15B 4 16 31 4 35.836** 
Q15C 5 16 28 7 23.571** 
Q15D 7 23 17 8 12.709** 
Note. Q1: I am satisfied with the current curricular separation of reading and writing instruction at    
           AUSFL. 
           Q4: It is possible to integrate reading and writing at AUSFL. 
           Q8: The current writing syllabus is suitable for incorporating reading into it. 
           Q9: The current reading syllabus is suitable for incorporating writing into it. 
           Q15: Integrated reading and writing instruction at AUSFL would be problematic in terms of:  
                        A: materials. 
                        B: time limitations 
                        C: teachers’ knowledge of reading writing integration 
                        D: students’ language abilities 
          χ 2= Chi-square 
           ** p < .01 
           N= 57  
 
The responses given to Q1 show that a large number of participants, 35, are 
dissatisfied with the current curricular separation of reading and writing instruction. 
Thus they tend to agree with the writing coordinators, and largely disagree with the 
idea of reading coordinators. If we consider this result together with the results from 
Q5, in which teachers reported their largely positive feelings towards integration, we 
get an overall picture of the teachers being dissatisfied with the current curricular 
separation of reading and writing instruction, and supportive of integration.  
The results of items Q8 and Q9, which ask about the suitability of the 
separate reading and writing syllabi for integrating the other skill into them, show 
that they do not think that either of the existing syllabi is suitable for incorporating 
the other skill into it. Although most participants are not satisfied with the current 
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curricular separation of reading and writing instruction, they do not think that the 
current reading syllabus is suitable for incorporating writing into it or vice versa. 
Presumably they feel that if AUSFL were to integrate reading and writing 
instruction, a completely new syllabus should be designed without considering the 
existing reading and writing syllabi.  
In terms of the teachers’ responses to Q15, table 9 shows that teachers believe 
that integrated reading and writing instruction would, in fact, be problematic in terms 
of materials, time limitations, and teachers’ knowledge of reading and writing 
integration. Although teachers’ knowledge of integration is seen as a problem, 
relatively fewer participants see it as a problematic aspect when compared with 
materials and time limitations. This is a curious result when we consider that the 
coordinators continually stressed the importance of teacher training. The teachers 
themselves are less concerned about their own knowledge of integrated reading and 
writing instruction. Rather, they are more interested in the classroom-level concerns 
of materials and time limitations.  This difference could be the result of teachers’ 
focus on classroom-level concerns. They are more involved with the practical level 
of integrated instruction, since they are the ones who will directly cope with 
problems in the implementation process such as insufficient materials and time 
limitations. Responses given to the last aspect, students’ language abilities, are 
slightly different from the responses given to materials, time limitations, and 
teachers’ knowledge of integration. Most of the participants, 30, disagree with the 
idea that students’ language abilities would be a problem for integrated reading and 
writing instruction at AUSFL. However, the number of the participants, 25, who 
think that students language abilities would be a problem is a remarkable number that 
should not be underestimated.  
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Respondents were also provided an open-ended option of adding other 
possible responses to this question. Just six participants specified some information 
besides the ones provided for them. They think that the level of the students, 
especially lower level students, the syllabi of the reading and writing courses, 
coordination among teachers, and students’ motivation and interest would make 
integration difficult at AUSFL. The importance of coordination among teachers is 
the one aspect that all coordinators emphasized in the interviews. The coordinators 
also think that if AUSFL were to integrate reading and writing instruction, it would 
be important for all teachers to work collaboratively. The last aspect suggested as 
problematic for integration is student motivation and interest, a point also raised by 
RC2.  
The notion of students, in the sense of whether, how, and which ones would 
benefit from integrated reading and writing instruction, is addressed in the following 
items: Students will benefit from integrated reading and writing instruction (Q10); 
separated reading and writing instruction prevents students from seeing the 
connection between AUSFL classes and real-life language (Q11); integrated reading 
and writing activities are only appropriate for upper-level students (Q12).the findings 
for these questions are displayed in Table 10. 
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 Table 10 
Questions Relating to the Benefits of Integrated Reading and Writing Instruction for 
Students 
Question Strongly  
disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 
χ 2 
Q10 2 3 40 10 69.582** 
Q11 2 19 22 11 17.852** 
Q12 8 35 11 2 45.000** 
Note.  Q10- Students will benefit from integrated reading and writing instruction.             
           Q11: Separated reading and writing instruction prevents students from seeing the connection   
           between AUSFL classes and real-life language. 
           Q12: Integrated reading and writing activities are only appropriate for upper-level students. 
        χ 2= Chi-square 
         ** p < .01 
           N= 57 
The results show that a large number of participants, 50, agree or strongly agree with 
the idea that students will benefit from integrated reading and writing instruction. 
This is a significant result, in the sense that despite the problems the teachers have in 
their minds about the implementation of integration, nearly all of them think that 
integration would be beneficial for students. Their positive feelings towards 
integration may be connected with their belief that separated reading and writing 
instruction prevents students from seeing the connection between AUSFL classes 
and real-life language. The result of Q11 show that 33 participants agree that 
separated reading and writing instruction prevents students from seeing the 
connection between AUSFL classes and real-life language use. However, the number 
of participants, 21, who disagree with Q11 is also fairly high. This is again a curious 
result. Although the participants are generally in favour of integration and express 
their dissatisfaction with the current curricular separation of reading and writing 
instruction, a fairly high number of participants do not see separation as an obstacle 
for students to learn real- life language use. This confusion may show that teachers 
are not aware of the true meaning of integration such as having students see language 
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as a whole and connect instruction with real- life language use. Most teachers, 43, 
report that integrated reading and writing instruction is appropriate for all levels 
(Q12). This result refutes the assumption of some teachers who reported in Q15 and 
of WC2 and RC2, who emphasized in the interviews that students’ level would be a 
problem for integrated reading and writing activities.     
Items Q13 and Q14 were prepared to have teachers evaluate themselves in 
terms of their knowledge of integrated reading and writing integration. Interestingly, 
the distribution of the responses is nearly the same in both questions. Exactly the 
same numbers of the participants think that they are familiar with the meaning of 
integration, but they need training for further knowledge on integration in order to 
implement reading and writing techniques at AUSFL. Upon further analysis of the 
data, it was revealed that the number of the teachers, seven out of ten, who think that 
they are not familiar with the meaning of integrated reading and writing instruction 
also believe that they need training on how to implement integrated reading and 
writing techniques. The results, displayed in Table 11, show that teachers do not feel 
prepared for skills integration and they indicate their need for teacher training on 
how to implement reading and writing techniques. 
Table 11 
Questions Relating to Teachers’ Self- Reported  Knowledge about Integrated 
Reading and Writing Instruction 
Question Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 
χ 2 
Q13 2 10 33 10 39.036** 
Q14 3 9 33 11 36.857** 
Note.  Q13- I am familiar with the meaning of integrated reading and writing instruction. 
           Q14- If reading and writing become integrated at AUSFL, I will need training on how to  
           implement integrated reading and writing techniques.  
           χ 2= Chi-square 
            ** p < .01 
            N= 57 
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The responses given to Q13 and Q14 show similar features with the suggestion of 
coordinators that teachers need training on the implementation of integrated reading 
and writing instruction. The reading coordinators suggest that reading teachers, and 
even themselves, have little idea about teaching writing and, as a result, teaching 
integrated reading and writing instruction. However, the responses given to Q13 
show that 43 participants claim to be familiar with the meaning of integration. This 
result shows that teachers make a distinction between an abstract familiarity with 
integration and the concrete reality of putting it into practice.    
Conclusion 
  The data gathered from the interviews conducted with reading and writing 
coordinators reveal some obvious contrasts between the reading and writing 
coordinators.  While the writing coordinators are in favour of integrated reading and 
writing instruction, the reading coordinators tend to indicate their satisfaction with 
the current curricular separation of reading and writing instruction. They state that 
they do not support integration and they think that the current reading syllabus is not 
suitable for incorporating writing into it. Unsuitability of the current reading syllabus 
for integration is supported by the teachers as well. RC1in particular shows some 
contradictions in her responses. She claims that integration is not necessary in some 
parts of the interview and yet she also says that integration would be beneficial for 
students. The conflicting ideas seem to come about when she is given additional 
information about the meaning of integration and its possible beneficial aspects. She 
then accepts that integration could be good for AUSFL students. This suggests that 
her overall negative position towards integrated reading and writing instruction may 
shift with additional training on the topic. 
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The data gathered from the second part of the questionnaire show that 
teachers are generally positive towards integrated reading and writing techniques. 
They think that the selected techniques are somewhat or very appropriate for AUSFL. 
On the other hand, there are still a number of the techniques that many teachers find 
only minimally appropriate. These are often the same techniques that teachers 
generally do not feel prepared to implement at AUSFL. Overall, the teachers also 
think that the techniques are somewhat or very beneficial for students’ reading and 
writing abilities and they generally feel themselves somewhat prepared to implement 
these techniques at AUSFL. The last part of the questionnaire reveals that teachers 
generally agree with the writing coordinators, who are also in favour of integration. 
However, they see some problems in implementing integration at AUSFL involving 
materials, time limitations, and their own knowledge about integration. Their ideas 
about integration are not crystal clear, so they feel that they need teacher training to 
be able to implement integrated reading and writing techniques in the classroom 
settings.     
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 
Overview of the Study 
This study investigated AUSFL teachers’ and coordinators’ attitudes towards 
integrated reading and writing instruction and techniques. It also aimed at finding the 
match between coordinators’ and teachers’ opinions about integrated reading and 
writing instruction. 
The reason for investigating this subject is that AUSFL currently treats  
reading and writing as discrete skills. As the first step in deciding whether it might be 
appropriate to adopt an integrated reading and writing curriculum, the teachers’ 
attitudes towards integrated reading and writing instruction should be investigated. 
Reading and writing teachers at AUSFL may not have adequate knowledge about 
integrated reading and writing instruction to implement integrated techniques in 
classroom settings. Even more fundamentally, they may not be in favour of such a 
change since they have been teaching reading and writing as discrete skills for five 
years. Moreover, it is important that the teachers’ ideas fit with coordinators’ ideas 
on integrated reading and writing. Since the coordinators would be assuming the role 
of decision-makers in such a curricular change at AUSFL, they are the ones who 
would be asked to work collaboratively with the teachers if a decision emerges to 
adopt an integrated reading and writing syllabus.  
  Another reason for investigating this topic was to contribute to the literature 
on integrated reading and writing instruction since there is a gap in the literature 
about perceptions of teachers towards integrated reading and writing instruction. 
Although the literature advocates the integration of reading and writing, particularly 
on theoretical level, the field lacks empirical studies on teachers’ attitudes towards 
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integrated reading and writing instruction, which is an important aspect of integrated 
reading and writing instruction at the practical level. 
Since the attitudes of teachers at AUSFL were being investigated, the 
participants were chosen from AUSFL. Semi-structured interviews were conducted 
with two reading and two writing coordinators before the administration of the 
questionnaire. After the interviews, the questionnaire was administered to all AUSFL 
reading and writing teachers. Fifty seven teachers completed the questionnaire.                
Results and Discussions 
In this chapter, the results of the data are discussed by addressing each of the 
research questions. 
Coordinators’ Opinions about Integrated Reading and Writing Instruction 
  The writing coordinators are emphatically in favour of reading and writing  
integration and equally dissatisfied with the curricular separation of reading and 
writing. They think that with a discrete skills curriculum, students cannot see the 
language as a whole and they cannot transfer the skills they have learnt from one 
skill to another. They think that teaching language as discrete skills is against the 
nature of second language acquisition. These ideas are therefore in line with Leki 
(1993) who states that since the skills of reading and writing share common features, 
considering them as separate skills means to ignore their natural purpose. For 
example, to create a purpose for reading puts an emphasis on writing components. In 
classes in which there is a failure to provide a purpose for reading, students are only 
practicing reading without any purpose to read. 
The writing coordinators add that in an integrated curriculum, students could 
generate writings on the basis of information they have received in reading lessons. 
They think that with separate reading instruction, students only read what is written 
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and thus develop their reading skills and with separate writing instruction, they only 
produce writings without benefiting from writings done by professionals. However, 
they suggest that if reading and writing instruction were integrated, students would 
both receive and produce by incorporating what they have learnt in reading into their 
writing products and vice versa. What is suggested by writing coordinators is parallel 
to Cobine’s (1995) analogy about the writing and reading relationship. He sees the 
relationship as mutual and suggests an analogy to the relationship between waking 
and sleeping, giving and receiving. Also, the writing coordinators’ ideas echo those 
of Heffernon (1986) who states that, just as you cannot learnt to talk without hearing 
other people speak, similarly, you cannot learn to write without reading what others 
have written. 
One reading coordinator (RC1) also believes that the students would benefit 
from integrated reading and writing instruction. She states that the students read and 
comprehend a text and then can use this text as a model to help them clarify their 
thoughts about their own writings. Perhaps since she is a reading coordinator, and 
could be regarded as an expert in teaching reading, she seems to view integration in 
terms of the influence of reading on writing, which is the basis of the reading to 
writing model introduced by Lomax and Shanahan (1986). Nevertheless, she states 
her general satisfaction with the curricular separation of reading and writing 
instruction. This result seems a bit contradictory and raises the question of why she is 
against the idea of integration if she thinks that it could be beneficial for students.  
Overall, her doubts about integration may stem from the fact that the current reading 
and writing syllabi are completely different. According to her, this difference could 
make integration nearly impossible. Thus, she remains fairly satisfied with the 
current curricula. Also, expectations from students, aims and objectives are different. 
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Since the writing teachers insist on dropping academic skills, reading teachers may 
feel that they need to sacrifice their quality as they incorporate academic reading 
skills into reading syllabus.  
Only RC2 indicated her total satisfaction with the current curricular 
separation of reading and writing instruction. She thinks that in the present system of 
separated reading instruction, reading teachers are teaching something very 
beneficial for the student. She supports this position by pointing out that the reading 
coordinators get nice feedback from the students. She has some doubts in her mind 
whether the results of skills integration would be very successful. She doubts that 
anybody is experienced enough to implement integrated reading and writing 
instruction at AUSFL; thus, she is unsure about giving up the current reading 
syllabus that everybody is accustomed to.  
Between the reading coordinators, some differing ideas emerged in the 
interview data. While the first reading coordinator thinks that integration could be 
beneficial for the students, the second reading coordinator expressed her disapproval 
of integration. She thinks that no innovative approach, whether it be integrated 
reading and writing instruction or something else, could motivate all students at 
AUSFL to enhance their language abilities. The students who are obliged to enrol at 
AUSFL are essentially incapable of being motivated by anything including 
integrated reading and instruction. On the other hand, the students who are willing to 
learn English will do so anyway, without a need for integrated reading and writing 
instruction or any other innovative approach to teaching English. This is a bit 
contradictory with those of her other ideas about the students. She thinks that the 
skills they teach in reading lessons receive nice feedback from the students and also 
the same coordinator thinks that no type of instruction could change the demotivated 
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students’ negative attitudes towards learning English. This could be the result of a 
prejudice against integrated reading and writing instruction and thus she tries to find 
logical reasons for her objection to integration even if they are sometimes 
contradictory.  
These findings show obvious differences between the perceptions of reading 
and writing coordinators about integrated reading and writing instruction. These 
opposite perceptions of reading and writing coordinators could possibly be the result 
of different contents of the current reading and writing syllabi. While the writing 
syllabus is loaded with demanding academic skills that the students find difficult to 
cope with, the students are apparently happy with the content of the reading syllabus. 
Students have always complained about the heavy writing syllabus and the 
difficulties they have in generating writings with very little input. Thus, writing 
coordinators need reading to provide students with necessary input to have them 
produce writings. Moreover, as it stands, the writing syllabus has always introduced 
some reading passages as models for students’ writings. Therefore, in practice, 
writing coordinators are likely more familiar and comfortable with the concept of 
integration than are the reading coordinators. Also, the differences in the years of 
reading and writing coordinators’ experience, in their ages and in their educational 
backgrounds could all contribute to these differences in their perceptions of 
integrated reading and writing instruction.  
 Another important issue raised by both writing coordinators, in particular by 
the second writing coordinator, is that of academic writing instruction. The writing 
coordinators suggest that the need to teach academic writing is an obstacle to 
integrating reading and writing instruction. The second writing coordinator insists on 
the need to discard academic content in the writing syllabus if AUSFL were to 
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integrate reading and writing instruction. She thinks that students have tremendous 
difficulties in dealing with academic writing skills, and also believes that students 
should be taught English that they can use both in their departments and in their life. 
The first writing coordinator agrees with her colleague that the writing syllabus is 
very challenging for students. She thinks that the kind of academic writing that 
students deal with, such as essay writing, makes the writing lessons boring and, 
therefore, would complicate integration of the two skills. In fact, if some more 
interesting and beneficial techniques are introduce to the students, the writing lessons 
may not be that boring though it involves challenging academic skills.  
The writing coordinators also believe that making use of reading while 
writing different essay types is not an easy process since it is difficult to find texts 
appropriate for each specific rhetoric model. These results are in contrast with what 
the researcher has found in the literature. According to Reid (1993), with a focus on 
rhetorical models in academic writings, the teachers began to ask their students to 
read, analyze, and then imitate the rhetoric models that they have studied. As 
students read more, they gain knowledge about different rhetorical models. The 
literature clearly promotes the integration of reading and writing instruction for 
academic writing skills. This is in direct contrast to the ideas of the writing 
coordinators.              
            On the other hand, neither reading coordinator sees academic reading as a 
problem for integrated reading and writing instruction. Although the reading 
coordinators are not so much in favour of integration, if AUSFL were to integrate 
reading and writing instruction, they believe that academic reading could remain the 
focus and integration could be actualised without discarding academic skills. 
Similarly, the literature finds no problems with an integrated approach for teaching 
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academic reading. Grabe and Stoller (2001) see reading as a source for integrated 
skills tasks. They also think that the integration of reading and writing is a primary 
example of integrated tasks such as summarizing and that integration could help 
students develop their reading, writing, and academic skills. Overall, similar to what 
is discussed in the literature, reading coordinators think that academic reading skills 
could be conducive to integrated reading and writing instruction instead of making it 
more difficult.  
The most common opinion that all reading and writing coordinators share is 
the importance of teacher preparedness and the steps that should be taken to prepare 
teachers for integrated reading and writing instruction. They are aware of the   
importance of their roles as decision-makers at AUSFL. They know that they are the 
ones who would be responsible for introducing integrated reading and writing 
instruction to the teachers, and for convincing the teachers to accept such a curricular 
change. This awareness reflects arguments in the literature. According to English, 
Hannan and Silver (1999), for example, it is the responsibility of decision-makers to 
convince the other teaching staff who are not willing to adopt any change in the 
current curricula. Also, as Stoller (1997) points out, the decision-makers’ 
responsibility extends to clarifying the impetus and showing the link between the 
impetus and the proposal to the teachers.    
          Coordinators seem, therefore, to be aware of the role they would play in 
introducing reading and writing integration to the teachers. In recognition of this 
awareness, they all agree on the point that they need an expert since they do not think 
that they are equipped with the necessary knowledge and experience to train other 
teachers. At this point, there are slight differences between reading and writing 
coordinators. While writing coordinators are not as critical about their own 
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knowledge of integration, reading coordinators state that they do not know anything 
about integration and ask how, therefore, they could train other teachers on the 
subject. This slight difference may be linked to the different attitudes of writing and 
reading coordinators towards integrated reading and writing instruction. While the 
writing coordinators are positive towards integration, the reading coordinators have 
quite negative attitudes towards it. These differences in their attitudes may reflect 
their confidence about their knowledge on the topic, or perhaps their level of 
dissatisfaction with the status quo.  
The coordinators, in particular the writing coordinators, think that the 
teachers have positive feelings towards integrated reading and writing instruction. As 
Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) state, teachers’ perceptions of an innovation play a 
crucial role in its adoption since they are the ones who are closest to instruction. 
Although coordinators express their belief in the teachers’ positive feelings towards 
integration, they also think that teachers are not ready to implement integrated 
reading and writing instruction, since they have been teaching these skills separately 
since the establishment of the preparatory school in 1998. The second reading 
coordinator, in particular, is quite sure that many teachers have no idea how to 
combine reading and writing. She herself could not imagine teaching writing since 
she has always taught reading. Ultimately, all four coordinators think that teacher 
training is essential to prepare teachers for integrated reading and writing instruction.  
The need for teacher training for an innovation to be adopted successfully is a 
point raised by Olson (2002). He states that if teacher development does not proceed 
in parallel with the change, then the change will be limited. Earlier works have also 
cited the need for educating teachers for a forthcoming innovation. Fullan and 
Stiegelbauer (1991), for example, state that through training sessions, teachers both 
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understand the necessity of innovation and how to implement innovation in 
classroom settings. Understanding the meaning of the innovation is exactly what the 
second writing coordinator talks about. She thinks that before starting the preparation 
for integration, teachers should be asked about their understandings of integrated 
reading and writing instruction and for any suggestions they may have about the 
implementation of integration. 
The Match between Coordinators’ and Teachers’ Opinions of Integrated Reading and 
Writing Instruction 
The results of the last part of the questionnaire show that teachers’ attitudes 
towards integration are, in fact, generally positive. The results of the questions which 
aim at finding out teachers’ attitudes towards integrated reading and writing 
instruction in general, that is, without considering the particular context of AUSFL, 
indicate that most of the participants, 45 out of 57, feel positive about integrated 
reading and writing instruction. Also, a large number of the participants think that 
skills acquired in reading can be transferred to writing and vice versa. This idea 
reflects their positive attitudes towards integrated instruction in the sense that they 
believe that both skills promote or build upon each other. This result is what is 
advocated in numerous articles and research studies in the literature (e.g., Esmaeili, 
2002; Heyden, 2001; Lomax & Shanahan, 1986; Spack, 1993; Zamel, 1992). 
  Although the teachers report that they are in favour of integration, many, 
nevertheless, think that using writing instead of speaking as a pre- or post-reading 
activity would be boring for students. Maybe the teachers think that the writing 
activities used in writing lessons are boring for students. Using writing instead of 
speaking as a pre- or post-reading activity was suggested by RC1 in the interviews 
and agreed upon by just over half of the teachers. However, the results of this item 
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are interesting largely because of the fairly even distribution of responses, and by the 
unusually high number, 10, of missing data. Overall, the teachers seem unclear on 
whether using writing instead of speaking as a pre- or post-reading activity would be 
boring for students or not. This could indicate that the teachers are not very familiar 
with the meaning of integration, since this a very commonly used integration 
classroom practice. Nevertheless, a high number of the same teachers, 43 out of 57, 
state that they are familiar with the meaning of integration. These results seem to be 
in some contrast to one another, and, ultimately underscore the need for training on 
integrated reading and writing instruction. 
One of the obvious differences between the opinions of some coordinators 
and most teachers is their contrasting perspectives about the relationship between 
academic English and integrated reading and writing instruction. The writing 
coordinators, especially WC2, are quite insistent that integration would be possible 
only if academic writing were discarded from the writing syllabus. However, a large 
number of the teachers clearly disagree with this idea. Also, there does not seem to 
be any support in the literature for the coordinators’ concerns either. It is very 
difficult to imagine reasons for the writing coordinators’ concerns that academic 
skills should be discarded if AUSFL were to integrate reading and writing. 
However, one possible reason for this difference could be the deeper knowledge of 
writing coordinators about the writing skill in general and the writing syllabus at 
AUSFL. They prepare the writing syllabus and materials, so they have a broader 
understanding about the context than do the teachers. If reading and writing were to 
be integrated, they would be the ones to design the new syllabus and materials. 
Thus, they may be in a better position to foresee certain problems. With their deeper 
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knowledge about writing, they find it difficult to conceive of how they would 
incorporate various types of readings of an academic nature into writing.  
The results of the questions exploring teachers’ opinions about integration in 
the specific context of AUSFL show that teachers generally share the writing 
coordinators’ dissatisfaction with the current curricular separation of reading and 
writing instruction. Also, it can be inferred that they see integration as a viable 
alternative to the current curricula since the majority, 48 participants out of 57, agree 
with the idea that it is possible to integrate reading and writing instruction at 
AUSFL.  
          Another interesting result is that most of the population think that neither the 
existing reading or writing syllabus is appropriate to serve as the basis for an 
integrated syllabus. In other words, the writing syllabus is unsuitable for the 
incorporation of reading and vice versa. This could be the result of teachers’ time 
concern. Since the current reading and writing syllabi are loaded with their own 
separate skills, there may not be enough time left for writing skills in the reading 
syllabus and vice versa. This result seems to conflict somewhat with the teachers’ 
common idea that it is possible to integrate reading and writing at AUSFL. At this 
point, it suggests that teachers see integration as possible only if the current reading 
and writing syllabi are totally discarded, without relying on either as a starting point 
for the new integrated syllabus. 
Another point that comes through is that the teachers are of mixed minds 
about how problematic things like materials, time limitations, teachers’ knowledge 
of reading and writing integration, and students’ language abilities could be for 
integration. As Markee (1997b) warns, “ the diffusion of innovations does not occur 
in a smooth, linear fashion” (p. 84) Only if the adopters decide on the 
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appropriateness of an innovation, will they voluntarily implement the innovation. 
Thus, without taking their concerns into serious consideration and attempting to 
address them, it is unlikely that the teachers will implement reading and writing 
integration in a manner that will have beneficial outcomes. According to most 
teachers, the things that should be regarded as problematic for integration at AUSFL 
are the materials and time limitations. Thus, the decision-makers should consider 
these problems and convince the teachers that these problems can be solved. On the 
other hand, only about half of the teachers feel that students’ language abilities 
would be problematic for integration. From this result it could be inferred that, in 
general, teachers feel that integration is appropriate with all levels of students. Given 
that teachers are fairly evenly divided on this question reveals some disagreement 
about the issue of students’ language abilities and the effect of this issue on the 
implementation of integrated reading and writing instruction. In order to clarify 
teachers’ minds on that issue, the teachers should be informed about the models of 
integrated techniques adjusted for all levels. If the teachers are convinced that all the 
integrated techniques could be adjusted and used for all levels, the issue of language 
abilities would no longer be a problem for those teachers who perceive students’ 
language abilities as an hindrance for integration.    
The degree of emphasis on teacher training seems to be another important 
difference between coordinators and teachers. While the coordinators stress the need 
for training, the teachers are relatively less concerned about their knowledge of 
reading and writing integration. A slight majority of the teachers report that teachers’ 
knowledge would cause a problem for integration, however, quite a large number of 
teachers, 21, disagree with the idea that teachers’ knowledge of reading and writing 
integration would be problematic for integration. This result suggests that a relatively 
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large number of teachers feel prepared for integration, but more likely indicates that 
they are confident that they will be given adequate training.   
Teachers’ positive feelings towards integration are reflected in another item 
that asks teachers’ perceptions about the benefits of integration for students. Nearly 
all the teachers agree with the coordinators that students would benefit from 
integrated reading and writing instruction. The results from Q11, separated reading 
and writing instruction prevents students from seeing the connection between 
AUSFL classes and real-life language use, suggest that their positive ideas about the 
benefits of integration for students may be linked to their belief that separated 
reading and writing instruction prevents students from seeing the connection between 
AUSFL classes and real-life language use. More than half the participants, 33, agree 
with the writing coordinators that students taught via separated skills cannot see 
English as a whole. However, the curious result is that 21 teachers who disagree with 
this idea nevertheless report that they are not satisfied with the curricular separation 
of reading and writing integration. These mixed responses of the teachers may result 
from their lack of knowledge about the meaning of integrated reading and writing 
instruction. If so, it once again points to the need for training on integration to help 
them grasp the meaning of integrated reading and writing instruction at both the 
theoretical and practical levels.  
The results of the questions that focus on teachers’ self evaluations of their 
need for training on integrated reading and writing instruction revealed that the 
teachers report being familiar with the meaning of integration, but also in need of 
training. Although they seem to trust in their overall abstract understanding of 
integration, they are in need of further knowledge about the implementation of 
integrated reading and writing instruction in classroom settings. They are thus 
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implicitly aware of the fact, suggested by Markee (1997), that just knowing 
theoretical concepts is not enough since teachers assume different roles during the 
implementation of an innovation. Some of these roles are change agents, suppliers of 
materials, and adopters of innovation. Without having deeper knowledge and getting 
professional training on integration, it is unlikely that teachers will be able to assume 
these roles confidently.             
The teachers’ perceptions about training show some inconsistencies in terms 
of their responses given to different items. As a response to item Q15C, integrated 
reading and writing instruction would be problematic in terms of teachers’ 
knowledge of reading and writing integration, a remarkable number of teachers 
report that teachers’ knowledge would not be a problem for integrated reading and 
writing instruction; however, in item Q14, if reading and writing become integrated  
at AUSFL, I will need training on how to implement integrated reading and writing 
techniques, a very significant number of the teachers report that they need training 
about integration. Another conflict is that although most participants report that they 
are familiar with the meaning of integration, their responses to some items, as 
discussed below, suggest that they may not really be aware of the meaning of 
integration. The overall conclusion that can be drawn is that the teachers would 
likely benefit from some training to clarify their minds about the implementation of 
integrated reading and writing instruction at AUSFL.  
Teachers’ Attitudes towards Integrated Reading and Writing Instruction 
 
          The results of the questions trying to identify teachers’ attitudes towards 
selected integrated reading and writing techniques show that the teachers are 
generally positive towards these techniques. Moreover, in many cases, they find 
them appropriate for implementation at AUSFL.  
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         Most teachers generally report that the selected techniques are beneficial for 
students’ development of both reading and writing abilities. The selected techniques 
involve components of both reading and writing. In these techniques, reading can 
influence writing development and vice versa, as described by the interactive model 
introduced by Lomax and Shanahan (1986). Thus, the teachers seem to advocate 
Lomax and Shanahan’s idea that the interactive model is superior to other models in 
which only one skill is seen as influencing the other. 
In terms of particular techniques, one of the two techniques that is arguably 
the most commonly mentioned in the literature is journal writing (Baskin, 1994; 
Gee,1996; Montgomery, 2001; Spack, 1993) The majority of teachers find journal 
writing somewhat appropriate and beneficial for students at AUSFL. The literature 
supports the use of journal writing as one of the most beneficial integrated 
techniques. Zamel (1992) emphasizes the importance of journal writing in terms of 
promoting students’ reading and writing abilities. She states that “[journal writing] 
helps students to understand that the reader acts upon and gives meaning to the text, 
that reading is a process of composing” (p. 480). With journal writing, students could 
comprehend the reading text better by adding their own reactions to the text in 
written form. In that way, students improve their reading and writing abilities in one 
technique.    
The other commonly mentioned integrated technique is keeping double-entry 
notebooks (Grabe & Stoller, 2001; Stoller, 2002). When compared with journal 
writing, the teachers have more mixed opinions about keeping double -entry 
notebooks, with an even division between those who find them somewhat 
appropriate and those who find them only minimally appropriate. Although these two 
choices are next to each other on the Likert scale, there seems to be a notable 
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qualitative difference between the two. “Somewhat appropriate” can be considered as 
the opinion of someone who, despite some reservations, is ultimately positive about 
the technique. “Minimally appropriate” seems to express the opinion of someone 
who, though unwilling to completely dismiss a technique’s usefulness, nevertheless 
has overall negative feelings towards it. Though questioning the appropriateness of 
using double-entry notebooks at AUSFL, the same teachers find this technique 
somewhat and very beneficial for students’ reading and writing abilities. This result 
shows that although they consider keeping double-entry notebooks an effective 
integrated technique, the teachers think that some problems could occur in the 
implementation of this technique. The problems could stem from the fact that 
keeping double entry notebooks is not a very traditional method with which the 
teachers are familiar. Therefore, it would require time and effort to be implemented 
at AUSFL. It may also be seen as a demanding technique both for teachers and 
students in that students have to read a text, summarize it and write additional 
comments about the text; and the teachers have to give feedback by reading each 
student’s notebook periodically. The other technique the teachers find minimally 
appropriate is having students use graphic organizers in order to, for example, 
identify main ideas from the text, record information, or compare content from 
various texts. Students then write about the readings based on these graphic 
organizers. The use of graphic organizers may be less popular because of teachers’ 
unfamiliarity with the idea. Also, the term of graphic organizers may sound 
complicated for teachers since it is not a common activity used in the current 
instruction. 
Some techniques are evaluated very positively by the teachers. The 
techniques that the teachers find very appropriate are the following ones: Students 
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make connections between newly introduced texts and previously read texts by using 
free writes and/or speed writes (T3); students synthesize, extend and / or apply new 
information from their readings to written tasks (T5); students interpret the author’s 
point of view in a text and then write critiques (T6); students write about personal 
experiences related to the topic of a text that they are going to read (T7); and before 
reading, students list their assumptions based on the title of the reading text and later 
they compare their initial assumptions with information from the text (T8). These 
techniques are found very appropriate perhaps because they are seen as not very 
demanding both for teachers and students. Also, they do not require extra preparation 
or knowledge to be implemented in the classroom settings.  
The techniques which the teachers think are somewhat or even only minimally 
appropriate for AUSFL are nevertheless generally perceived as very beneficial for 
students’ reading and writing abilities. This difference in teachers’ perceptions could 
stem from some problematic aspects of the AUSFL context such as materials, time 
limitations, students’ abilities, and teachers’ knowledge of integration. These 
concerns are likely playing an important role in the teachers’ decision to not judge 
the selected techniques very appropriate for AUSFL. For these techniques, teachers 
are not very experienced in terms of both designing materials and putting these 
materials into practice. Also, some of the techniques may seem a bit above the 
students’ proficiency level, and lastly, they may require more time to be 
implemented successfully than the syllabus could provide. For all of these possible 
reasons, teachers may not find these techniques very appropriate for AUSFL, though 
they generally seem very beneficial for students’ reading and writing abilities. 
 Teachers were also asked to assess their own preparedness to implement 
selected integrated reading and writing techniques at AUSFL. The techniques that 
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the teachers feel very prepared to implement at AUSFL are writing about personal 
experiences related to the topic of a text that the students are going to read; and 
listing their own assumptions based on the title of the reading text before reading and 
after reading comparing their assumptions with information from the text. The 
teachers’ positive attitudes towards the implementation of these techniques could be 
the result of their belief that these two techniques are also very beneficial for 
students’ reading and writing abilities. Also, these techniques do not seem to be very 
challenging for the AUSFL context. 
For the techniques of journal writing, keeping double-entry notebooks, using 
graphic organizers, and interpreting the author’s point of view and writing a critique 
of it, a considerable number of participants feel themselves not at all prepared to 
implement them at AUSFL. Journal writing and keeping double entry notebooks 
might be techniques demanding too much time and energy from the teachers. Also, 
these techniques are not commonly used by the teachers nor practiced by students. 
The teachers may find difficult to prepare the necessary material for the technique 
that includes graphic organizers and implement that technique in the classroom 
settings. Lastly, interpreting authors’ point of view and writing a critique of that view 
most likely seems to require higher-level reading and writing abilities. For all these 
reasons, the teachers may feel themselves not at all prepared to implement these 
particular techniques at AUSFL.  
The last point about teachers’ attitudes towards integrated techniques is the 
link between teachers’ confidence and their perceptions of the given techniques. For 
example, the technique which has students write about personal experiences related 
to the topic of a text that they are going to read (T7), and the technique which has 
students list their assumptions based on the title of the reading text before reading 
 96 
and later compare their initial assumptions with information from the text (T8) are 
two popular techniques according to the results of the questionnaire. Teachers report, 
on the whole, that these techniques are very appropriate for AUSFL and very 
beneficial for students’ writing and reading abilities. Their positive perceptions of 
these techniques may possibly be a reflection of their own confidence in using these 
techniques, since they also report that they feel very prepared to implement these 
techniques at AUSFL.  
Recommendations 
For a successful adoption of integrated reading and writing instruction, it has 
been argued that the decision-makers should accomplish their responsibilities by way 
of “foundation building” and “potential realizing” areas (Vilches & Waters, 2001). 
At the foundation level, decision-makers who are trained by an expert should be 
involved in the promotion of integrated reading and writing instruction through 
orientation meetings. At the potential realizing level, decision-makers have the 
responsibility to monitor and support the teachers who will implement the 
innovation. The decision-makers at AUSFL should take the responsibility for 
designing orientation meetings to clarify the concept of integrated reading and 
writing instruction. They should then monitor and support teachers during the 
implementation process for a successful diffusion of the innovation.                
The process of adopting integrated reading and writing instruction is not 
something that can be achieved by the efforts of only the coordinators or only the 
teachers. As raised by the study participants, coordinators and teachers should work 
together. Collaborative work is very important in the diffusion of an innovation. 
Lampe (2002) states that to be able to achieve a collaborative work environment, the 
decision -makers must promote the teachers’ engagement in the decision making 
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process. In fact, this statement matches one of the primary aims of this study. 
Namely, the study sought to make the teachers aware of the possible curricular 
change and engage them in the decision- making process by investigating their 
perceptions about integrated reading and writing instruction. 
Since the teachers at AUSFL are generally positive towards integrated 
reading and writing instruction, it may be considered a good decision to adopt an 
integrated reading and writing curriculum. However, both coordinators and teachers 
stress the importance of teacher training if such a curricular change is to be made. 
Teachers want to have both theoretical and practical knowledge about integration. 
According to Olson (2002), when teachers are not prepared or supported, the 
innovation will most likely result in failure because not enough emphasis is given to 
the nature of teacher qualification. Therefore, it would be to the benefit of all, 
teachers as well as students, if a well-prepared training program were designed.  
To be able to provide what the teachers need, training sessions including 
some workshops, could be designed under the leadership of an expert on this topic. 
At this point, coordinators do not feel that they are adequately knowledgeable to train 
their colleagues. The reading coordinators openly state that they too need training on 
integrated reading and writing instruction, therefore, the coordinators should also 
join these training sessions. Another alternative could be to have an expert train the 
coordinators first. Then the coordinators could use that knowledge to train teachers 
more efficiently. 
There are some necessary conditions to make these training sessions work as 
expected. First of all, there should be dissatisfaction with the status quo as stated by 
Stoller (1997). The data gathered from this study show that teachers are generally 
dissatisfied with the status quo, which is a curriculum relying on discrete skills 
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instruction. Another condition is that teachers should have an interest in this training 
program. They should be willing to join these training sessions by understanding its 
importance for a successful implementation of integrated reading and writing 
instruction. At this point, the role of the administration gains importance. The 
administration should take the innovation seriously and reflect the importance of the 
training program to the teachers. The teachers should feel the support of 
administration for the training program.  
          As Markee (1997b) states, the main reason why teachers are crucial in an 
innovation program is their knowledge of the local contexts of the innovation in 
terms of students, available materials, and the practicality of the change. Thus, what 
is reported here by the teachers as problematic for the local context of AUSFL, such 
as materials and time limitations, should seriously be taken into consideration during 
the implementation process of integrated instruction. It is equally important that, 
before the actual practice of integration, possibly during the training sessions, 
teachers must be convinced that these problems could be solved and would not 
complicate the implementation of integration. Convincing the teachers about the 
beneficial outcomes of innovation is one of the starting points in the diffusion of an 
innovation (English, Hannan, & Silver, 1999; Stoller, 1991).  As a result, teachers’ 
knowledge about the local contexts should not be ignored and decision-makers 
should assure teachers that solutions to these problems will be sought. In this way, 
the chances increase that the implementation of integrated reading and writing 
instruction at AUSFL would succeed.           
 Another aspect for a successful implementation of integrated reading and 
writing instruction is a needs analysis for students. Before reaching a decision to 
adopt integrated reading and writing instruction, a needs analysis should be 
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conducted with students studying at their departments to see if there is a need for 
such a change in the curriculum of AUSFL. A needs analysis could also reveal the 
students’ expectations from such a change and what should be included in this 
program to benefit students most when they move on to their departments. 
            Another recommendation could be the piloting of an integrated reading and 
writing class as an experiment at AUSFL. After the training program has finished, a 
new integrated reading and writing syllabus could be designed for only one class. 
During the semester, teachers could always give periodical reports to the decision-
makers about the progress of the students. In this way, the possible problems 
encountered by both the teachers and students could be realized and some solutions 
could be sought to overcome these problems. Also, if more progress is reported than 
among students studying the two skills separately, it would be easier to convince 
other teachers that integrated reading and writing instruction is essential for AUSFL.  
The final issue, which arose in particular during the interviews conducted 
with writing coordinators, concerns the negative effects of academic writing on 
integrated reading and writing instruction. The literature suggests an opposite 
approach to this issue, stating that EAP is suitable for integrating reading and writing 
instruction. Thus, one of the focuses of training sessions with the coordinators should 
be on the possible ways of incorporating EAP reading and writing skills in integrated 
reading and writing instruction.   
Limitations of the Study 
There are two main limitations of the study. The first limitation of this study 
is that its results are not generalizable. It is a local study, conducted solely with 
teachers at AUSFL. Thus, it is impossible to claim that the results reflect, for 
example, all Turkish teachers’ attitudes towards integrated reading and writing 
 100 
instruction and techniques. The teachers’ positive attitudes towards integration and 
their need for teacher training are results specific to AUSFL.            
 The second main limitation of this study is that it was conducted in a very 
limited time period. If there had been no time constraints, the data collection and data 
analysis parts could have included more variety than just interviews and a 
questionnaire. It could have included, for example, observations of the teachers’ 
current teaching practices to see links between the teachers’ and coordinators’ self 
reports and actual practice. It could also have brought together groups of teachers 
and coordinators for face-to-face meetings, in which some non-matching ideas could 
have been discussed. 
Implications for Further Research 
          This study investigated the attitudes of teachers at AUSFL towards integrated 
reading and writing instruction. Further studies can be conducted to consider the 
attitudes of teachers working at other universities around Turkey towards integrated 
reading and writing instruction. Such an inquiry could be made in the form of a 
wide-scale survey. 
          Another implication could be the use of observation as a data collection 
procedure. If indeed integrated reading and writing is eventually implemented at 
AUSFL, the teachers participating in this study could be observed in the classroom. 
It would be interesting to consider, for example, whether there are relationships 
between the teachers’ stated beliefs beforehand and their subsequent teaching 
practices.  
  For a different perspective on teachers’ attitudes towards integrated reading 
and writing instruction, questionnaires and interviews could be used to explore the 
beliefs of teachers who are currently teaching integrated reading and writing 
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instruction with those of teachers teaching separated reading and writing. Such a 
study would reveal further details on teachers’ attitudes towards the instruction type 
that they are teaching and the important differences between these two types. Also, 
the collected data could reveal the various benefits of the two approaches for 
students, according to the views of the teachers. 
           Returning to the AUSFL context, if the teachers and coordinators are 
eventually trained on integrated reading and writing instruction, some follow- up 
interviews could be conducted or another questionnaire could be administered. This 
follow-up research could explore how much their familiarity with and understanding 
of integrated reading and writing instruction increased with the help of these training 
sessions. Alternatively, such a study could explore whether their perceptions changed 
as their knowledge grew.  
Conclusion 
 The results of the interviews conducted with reading and writing coordinators 
indicate a mixed degree of support for integration. Writing coordinators seem to be 
largely in favour of integration.  It should be noted, however, that some of their 
positive reactions to integration may stem from a misconception that integration is a 
way of discarding academic writing from the writing syllabus. On the other hand, 
reading coordinators show their reluctance to adopt integrated reading and writing 
instruction. They indicate that they are satisfied with the current curricular separation 
of reading and writing instruction.   
The results of the questionnaire show that, unlike the reading coordinators, 
teachers at AUSFL have positive feelings towards integrated reading and writing 
instruction. They also think it as possible to integrate reading and writing at AUSFL. 
While these results suggest that such a curricular change is recommended, the results 
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also revealed some problematic aspects such time limitations and materials that 
teachers foresee if integrated reading and writing instruction is to be implemented at 
AUSFL. These aspects thus provide warning signs for curriculum developers. 
  Another important result is the reported need for teacher training both for 
coordinators and teachers. Although the teachers report that they are familiar with the 
meaning of integrated reading and writing instruction, they also report that they need 
further knowledge to be able to implement this type of instruction in classroom 
settings. The coordinators do not see their knowledge as sufficient to lead training 
sessions; therefore, rather than rely on the coordinators for such training, the 
coordinators’ own responses suggest that it would be better to have an expert lead the 
training sessions. 
Finally, the teachers are positive towards selected integrated reading and 
writing techniques. They think that they are beneficial for students who want to 
develop their reading and writing abilities. They also think that these techniques are 
appropriate for implementation at AUSFL despite some limitations in the local 
environment. Thus, if AUSFL were to integrate reading and writing instruction, these 
techniques could be practiced in the classes.  
            The study revealed the importance of teachers’ perceptions towards an 
innovation and their role in the diffusion of innovation. It follows that decision-
makers and curriculum developers should, firstly, consider teachers’ concerns in both 
the design and implementation process. This study is a reminder to ELT 
administrators of the importance of teacher training in an innovation process 
throughout all its steps. Teacher training should be the first step in the process of 
introducing new approaches to an educational institution. Finally, for proponents of 
integrated reading and writing instruction, this study offers evidence from the 
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perspective of teachers, about their dissatisfaction with separated skills curricula, and 
their belief that students would benefit from integrated reading and writing 
instruction.  
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APPENDICES 
Appendix A 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  
1) To what extent are you satisfied with the current curricular separation of 
reading and writing instruction in our curriculum? 
2)  How do you feel about the possibility of integrated reading and writing   
      instruction in our curriculum? 
3)  What current teaching practices would we have to change to adopt an 
integrated reading and writing approach? 
4)  Why would we have to change the current practices that you have    
       mentioned? 
5)   What current teaching practices would have to be discarded if we were to     
       integrate reading and writing instruction? 
6)   What current practices could remain unchanged if we were to integrate   
       reading and writing instruction?  
7)   What steps would need to be taken to prepare instructors for integrated   
        reading and writing instruction? 
8)    How do you think students would benefit from integrated reading and   
        writing instruction? 
9)  What kind of teaching activities could you recommend for successful reading 
and writing integrated instruction? 
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Appendix B 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Questionnaire for the reading and writing teachers of Anadolu University’s 
School of Foreign Languages 
  
 Dear Colleagues, 
         I am a student enrolled in the MA TEFL program at Bilkent University. I am conducting a study 
on teachers’ attitudes towards integrated reading and writing instruction. In this questionnaire, I would 
like you to reflect on your attitudes towards integrated reading and writing instruction and related 
techniques. I would be grateful if you could answer the questionnaire fully and honestly. The 
questionnaire is composed of three parts:  
(A) Background information, (B) teachers’ attitudes towards integrated reading and writing 
techniques, (C) teachers’ attitudes towards integrated reading and writing instruction. Your answers 
will be kept confidential. Thank you for your full participation. Your completion of the questionnaire 
will be regarded as your grant to use the information in this study. 
                                      
                                                                                               Eylem KORAL 
                                                                                                                            Bilkent University 
A. Background Information 
 
Please answer the following questions by putting a cross (X) near the appropriate answer. 
1. Years of experience teaching English:        (   ) less than one year  
                                                                  (   ) 1-5 years 
                                                                                (   )  6-10 years  
                                                                                (   )  10 and more  years 
                                                                                                    
     2.  The highest degree you have completed:      (   ) BA  In what field?__________  
                                                                         (   ) MA  In what field?_________  
                                                                         (   )Ph.D. In what field?_________ 
                                                         
      3.  Which of the following courses have you taught / are you currently teaching? 
     (  ) Reading                    (  ) Writing                       (  ) Both reading and writing   
        
B.Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Integrated Reading and Writing Techniques 
Directions:  For this section, please respond to the techniques by keeping in mind the particular 
context of Anadolu University’s School of Foreign Languages (AUSFL). You will be asked 4 
questions for each technique. Please give one of the following responses for each question:  
4                                      3                                            2                                       1                   
__________________________________________________________________ 
     very                             somewhat                           minimally                         not at all 
appropriate appropriate  appropriate appropriate 
benefical Benefical Benefical benefical 
prepared Prepared Prepared prepared 
    
 
 Please write the number of your response in the boxes provided under each question. 
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Very= 4               Somewhat= 3               Minimally= 2            Not at all= 1 
 
 Techniques Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 Question 4 
  
 
 
In general, how appropriate do 
you think this technique would be 
for AUSFL? 
How beneficial is this technique 
for AUSFL students who want to 
improve their reading abilities? 
How beneficial is this technique for 
AUSFL students who want to 
improve their writing abilities? 
How prepared do you feel you are 
to implement this technique at 
AUSFL? 
1 
 
 
 
 
 
Students keep reading 
journals in which they 
write their reactions 
to readings. Then 
teachers give written 
feedback in these 
journals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
2 
 
Students keep 
“ double-entry 
notebooks” in which 
they summarize 
significant parts of a 
text on one side of the 
page, and write 
additional comments 
about the summary on 
the opposite side of 
the page. 
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 Techniques Question 1 Question 2 
 
Question 3 
 
Question 4 
 
  
 
In general, how appropriate do 
you think this technique would be 
for AUSFL? 
How beneficial is this technique 
for AUSFL students who want to 
improve their reading abilities? 
How beneficial is this technique for 
AUSFL students who want to 
improve their writing abilities? 
How prepared do you feel you are 
to implement this technique at 
AUSFL? 
3 Students make  
connections between 
newly introduced texts 
and previously read 
texts by using free 
writes and / or speed 
writes (writing on a 
given topic in 2-3 
minutes). 
 
    
4 
 
 
 
 
 
Students use graphic 
organizers (tables, 
graphs and figures) in 
order to,for example, 
identify main ideas 
from the text, record 
information, or 
compare content from 
various texts. Students 
then write about the 
readings based on 
these graphic 
organizers. 
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Techniques 
 
Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 Question 4 
 
 
 
 
In general, how appropriate do 
you think this technique would be 
for AUSFL? 
How beneficial is this technique 
for AUSFL students who want to 
improve their reading abilities? 
How beneficial is this technique for 
AUSFL students who want to 
improve their writing abilities? 
How prepared do you feel you are 
to implement this technique at 
AUSFL? 
 
5 Students synthesize, 
extend and/ or apply 
new information from 
their readings to 
written tasks (e.g., 
multiple draft essays, 
letters, and posters 
displays).  
    
6 Students interpret the 
author's point of view 
in a text and then 
adopt a different point 
of view. Then they 
write a critique of the 
text and the author's 
point of view.   
    
7 Students write about 
personal experiences 
related to the topic of 
a text that they are 
going to read. 
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 Techniques Question 1 Question 2 
 
Question 3 
 
Question 4 
 
  
 
In general, how appropriate do 
you think this technique would be 
for AUSFL? 
How beneficial is this technique 
for AUSFL students who want to 
improve their reading abilities? 
How beneficial is this technique for 
AUSFL students who want to 
improve their writing abilities? 
How prepared do you feel you are 
to implement this technique at 
AUSFL? 
8 Before reading,  
students list their 
assumptions based on 
the title of the reading 
text; after reading, 
they compare their 
initial assumptions 
with information from 
the text. 
    
9 In order to be prepared 
for upcoming reading, 
students do free writes 
based on teacher 
prompts.  
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C.  Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Integrated Reading and Writing Instruction 
     Directions: For this section, please indicate the degree to which you agree         
     (from  strongly disagree to strongly agree) with the statements listed below and   
     put a cross ( X  ) in the appropriate box. 
 
 
 
 Teachers’ attitudes towards integrated reading 
and writing instruction  
 
Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 
Disagree 
 
Agree 
 
Strongly 
  Agree 
No         Items     
1 I am satisfied with the current curricular separation of 
reading and writing instruction at AUSFL. 
 
    
2 Skills acquired in reading can be transferred to 
writing. 
 
    
3 Skills acquired in writing can be transferred to 
reading. 
 
    
4 It is possible to integrate reading and writing at 
AUSFL. 
 
    
5 
 
I feel positive about integrated reading and writing 
instruction. 
 
    
6 Using writing instead of speaking as a pre- or post- 
reading activity would be boring for students. 
 
    
7 Integrated reading and writing teaching techniques are 
appropriate for teaching academic English skills. 
 
    
8 The current writing syllabus is suitable for 
incorporating reading into it. 
 
    
9 The current reading syllabus is suitable for 
incorporating writing into it. 
 
    
10 Students will benefit from integrated reading and 
writing instruction. 
 
    
11 Separated reading and writing instruction prevents 
students from seeing the connection between AUSFL 
classes and real- life language use. 
    
12 Integrated reading and writing activities are only 
appropriate for upper-level students. 
    
13  
 
I am familiar with the meaning of integrated reading 
and writing instruction. 
    
14 If reading and writing become integrated at AUSFL, I 
will need training on how to implement integrated 
reading and writing techniques. 
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 Teachers’ attitudes towards integrated reading 
and writing instruction  
 
Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 
Disagree 
 
Agree 
 
Strongly 
  Agree 
No Items      
 
15 Integrated reading and writing instruction at AUSFL 
would be problematic in terms of : 
    
 
  
a) materials  
 
    
b) time limitations     
c) teachers’ knowledge of 
    reading writing   
    integration 
    
d) students’ language    
    abilities 
    
e)  others (please specify): 
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Appendix C 
 SAMPLE INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS  
E.K: Good morning, How are you? 
E.S: I am fine. How are you? 
E.K: I am fine, too. I would like to interview with you because you are the writing 
coordinator and we assume that you have the deepest knowledge in writing and most 
probably you are the ones who could give more detailed and beneficial ideas for 
integrated reading and writing instruction. Before moving through the questions about 
integration, I just want to ask you that to what extent are you satisfied with the curricular 
separation of reading and writing instruction? 
E.S: To be honest, I am not quite satisfied. Because we are teaching all skills separately 
and students consider that language is not a whole and all skills have their own features 
and therefore we cannot transfer the knowledge from one skill to another. That is our 
major problem and also, in terms of curriculum design, we have some problems because 
there are no matching things between our syllabuses. For example we are preparing 
writing syllabus according to what we think and what we believe but then may be some 
mismatches between the other skills. Therefore, the thing that we teach in writing 
sometimes may be not effective in reading; therefore, I think it causes some problems.  
E.K: Then you say that… 
E.S: I am favour integration, in fact. 
E.K: Then, you support integration, but how do you see the possibility of integrated 
reading and writing instruction in our institution? 
E.S: Well, it possible because reading and writing are quite close skills that we teach and 
in writing we are using reading a lot to show models for the students, I mean, to explain 
the genre that we are teaching because we are talking about the text types, text styles and 
the specific features, structures and I Think reading should also focus on that. I am not 
quite sure whether they focus or not but they generally focus on skills and strategies that 
are useful. But, I think, that kind of integration can be good to give more knowledge 
about the things that the students will face in terms of both reading and writing.  
E.K: And what about the others, for example teachers, administrators? What are their 
attitudes towards integration? 
E.S: We are talking about this topic with coordinators in the coordinator meetings also. I 
think, we are only one of the universities that are teaching separate skills and I am not 
quite sure but there are no other universities that teach separate skills. And we are 
planning to do this kind of thing but I think we should need deep background, I mean, 
studies, and these kinds of staff. And administration is quite positive about it. Because 
we all believe that language is a whole and therefore we ask students to be competent in 
all skills not only in one skill. And in terms of teachers, I am not quite sure whether 
teachers have enough knowledge what is integrated or separated, because there are a lot 
of novice teachers in the institution. They immediately start working here and they just 
see separated skills. I do not know whether they are knowledgeable in integrated skills. 
E.K: And what current teaching practices would we have to change if we were to 
integrate reading and writing instruction.          
 
